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PEEFACE. 



The following Lettera were originally written for, and ap- 
peared in, the Londonderry Sentinel and Coleraine Chronicle. 
They have been so favourably received by the Public that I 
cannot hesitate to print them in a separate form, in accor- 
dance with the urgent advice which has been tendered in 
various quarters, by individuals on whose judgment and sin- 
cerity I can confidently rely. On looking over them a second 
time, I thought it advisable to make a few alterations, with 
some additions, which I think will render them more satis- 
factory. In a sulyject which is capable of an almost intermi- 
nable amount of proof, it is difficult to compress our ailments 
into reasonable bounds ; but, in this instance, I have done 
all in my power to throw my ideas together in a concise and 
simple form. The defects of style which are involved in this 
plan, I am quite sure, are far more than compensated for by 
the clearness and precision with which an argument can be 
presented to the mind of the reader. Some parties may think 
me severe ; but I confess I have too great a regard for truth 
to bandy compliments with error ; nor do I think it right to 
use soft, undecided, and indefinite tertns regarding the ab- 
surdities and abominations of that iniquitous system which 
degrades the intellect, corrupts the morals, and extinguishes 
the liberties of the human race. 

CoLiBAiNB, Ut Siptimbia, 1853. 



NOTICES. 



" I own" M7« Uis Venerablo the Arobdeaeon of BAphoe, lo a letter Co Uw 
SenUiul of 1st July, 1863, " I cmnaot comprehend how any honest and con. 
■cieotioai Bomiih Frieet can ehriBk from •nbmittiDg to the ample, pimetical 
test proposed by Doetor Carson in his two lettote to Dr. Cahill. Were I a 
Romish Pries^ and an honest believer in Romanism, I would rather die ten 
thousand deaths than endure the burning degradation of shrinking from a tttt 
•o simple, so practical and conclusive in iu nature ; and, were I a Roman 
Catholic layman, I could know no rest or peace, till either my priest sub. 
mitted to the test, or honestly confessed that hla elaim to transabataatiaie 
was a mockery, a delusion, and a snare." 



" We earnestly recommend all our readers,** says the Editor of the SaUum^ 
"to give their best attention to the admirable letter of Dr. Canon, which we 
publish to-day. If there are any individuals who, after reading his doee and 
logical reasoning, can still believe the Popish figment of transubslaniiatioo, 
they must, indeed, as he observes, be fit subjects for bedlam. This powczful 
letter administers the deatb4>low to the dogma.**— Ja/ir ^h, I85a 
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The series of letters from the pen of Dr. Carson, with whieh our eolamss 
hare been favoured, are this day biooght to a close, and we may truly sigr 
of them, that they were among the most clever and convincing we have ever 
read on the suljects of which they treated. Oar co r re sp ondent took the Strang, 
est arguments that Dr. Cahill employed, and these he analysed and rcfuied 
with such masterly skill, that the individual who can believe the Romish doc- 
trine after reading Dr. Carson's letters must be, as he stated, a fool or a mad- 
man. He has tested transubstantiation both by reason and revelation, and 
shewn that it does not receive the sHgblest connleuance from either.** — 3V 
Editor €/ the Dory Stntinel, September », JSfiS. 



FIRST CHALLENGE TO DR. CiHILL. 



^^•^^t0^0^^t^*^^t^m^^t^t^^^t0*0^^0^0t^^^^0^0^ 



TO THE EDITOB. 

Sib — I uDderstand the Rev. Dr. Cahill, who is to preach 
to-morrow in Coleraine, has promised that he will prove the 
truth of the doctrine of Transubstantiation. He is generallj 
considered a clever man, but, in this instance, he has under* 
taken a task which all the men in Europe could not accom- 
plish. My late father has so completely and irrefragably ex. 
poeed the absurdity of this doctrine, that I could not pretend 
to be able to throw much new light upon it from the field of 
argument alone. He has placed it in a position which it 
never occupied before his day, and from which, to the end of 
time, it will never be releiued. Therefore, in place of at- 
tempting to argue the subject at present, I will just put it to 
the plain, practical testr^a test which is intelligible to the 
meanest capacity. Dr. Cahitl maintains that he can transub- 
stantiate or change the wafer, in its very subetancCf into the 
real body of Christ, But the question comes, can he really 
do this, or does he, in point of fact, believe that he can ? Is 
he sincere in his assertions? — assertions in which all the 
Priests of Rome unite. If he is, he cannot possibly object to 
submit to the practical test ; and, if he is not, the sooner he 
ceases to delude the people the better. Now, I hereby pub- 
licly undertake to subscribe One Hundred Pounds to the Ro- 
man Catholic Chapel in Coleraine, provided Dr. Cahill will 
satisfy me of the truth of Transubstantiation ; and I also 
hereby publicly state the proof with which I will be satisfied 
on the sul^ject I will make a wafer, and hold it in my own 
hand till he performs his ceremony of transformation over it. 
I will not allow him to take it out of my hand, as he might 
then substitute a different wafer ; but I, will place it with my 
fingers on his tongue, when he is to swallow it He must 
swallow it fairly and honestly within my sight ; and, to pre- 
vent mistakes, he must also allow me to examine the inside of 
his mouth there and then. He must remain for six hours, 
directly alter swallowing the wafer, under my immediate ob 
servation, without swallowing anything else. The wafer must 
lie on his stomach during these six hours. If he does all 
this to my satisfaction, and lives one week after it, the money 
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i8 to be paid. This, I think, w31 bo a fair test of his own be- 
lief in the trath of his doctrine. If he really belioTes it, he 
cannot object, because the most poisonous substance I can use 
would be perfectly harmless if it were oxtvorted into the real 
body of Christ. It would not then be a poison, but real flesh 
and blood. It is of no use to say the priest could have full 
power over the wafer composed merely of flour and water, 
but his power ceases the moment any poisonous substance is 
introduced. This is virtually acknowledging his total inca- 
pacity, because it would be as easy to change the one subetaixoe 
into flesh as the other. The man who would be satisfied with 
aa excuse of that description, coming from ike mouths of uuic* 
mduaiB who claim miraculous power, deserves to be pardoned 
for his simplicity. 

'* Since God stretched the heavens over the earth/* says my 
late father, ** there has not been broached in human language, 
an absurdity so monstrous as that of Transubstantiation. Tbiat 
a bit of bread is converted into a full-grown human body, 
while to all the senses it remains unchanged, and that this is 
the real body of Jesus, that was Ixnm of the Virgin, crucified 
in Jerusalem, and now in heaven, is an assertion so shocking 
to common sense, that without the clearest evidence, it could 
not be credited that ever it was believed by any rational be^ 
ing !" I must confess I have ^at difficulty in thinking liie 
man is sane who does believe it. If be were to reason and 
act in the same way in regard to worldly affairs, he would, by 
common consent, be placed in a lunatic asylum. 

As Dr. Cahill will be out of Coleraine before your paper h 
published, I beg to state here, that I this evening put a copy 
of this letter into the Post-office, directed for him, at Cole- 
raine, and he must receive it, at farthest, on to-morrow xx^omt- 
ing, before his lecture commences. 

As I detest anonymous writing, and as I never feared the 
'* face of clay** in the support of truth, I subscribe myself-— 

Yours truly, 
Coleraine, May d5th, 1853. 



SECOND CHALLENGE TO DR. OAHILL. 



«A^A^k^hMM^hA^kM^K^i^lA^«^k^^«^k^l^M«tf«Arf^^M«tfMW*A' 



TO THE BDITOJL 

Sir— A considerable time has now elapsed since I sent ray 
challenge to Dr. Oahill, but he has not yet made any iBply« 
His silence has been accounted for in vaiious ways by his fol^ 
lowers. Some say he occupies such an exalted position that 
he considers me beneath his notice. The public are best able 
to judge in this matter* and I willingly leave the decision in 
their hands. He could not adopt an easier wiay of getting out 
of his present difficulty than by assuming an air of over- 
whelming importance. With some parties this course may 
have the effect of covering his inglorious retreat ; but it estab- 
lishes beyond contradiction that he bears no relationship to 
the meek and lowly Jesus. If he were His servant, his con- 
duct would be very different. Apart, however, altogether from 
the question as to which of us belongs to the most respectable 
profession, the money I offered was surely worth looking after. 
He has often taken a great deal of trouble for far less ; and 
his refusal, in this instance, to earn one hundred pounds, is a 
very certain proof that he has no confidence in bis own powers. 
There is another view of this matter which is of more im- 
portance than even his own assumed dignity. If he could pass 
through the ordeal of my experiment successfully, he would 
do more to establish his cause than all that has been done by 
his predecessors, either by argument or by butchery, since the 
days of Pope Alexander the 6th, whose Mfe was so infamous, 
dUhcugh he woe the head of the infallible ehureh, that it ren- 
dered him a blot upon the most degraded humanity. 

Again, it has been stated that he would not replv to a lay- 
man. This is a very poor excuse, because he has already an- 
swered clergymen of different denominations, although he 
considers them all laymen. According to his view, every man 
is a layman who is not ordained in the Church of Bome. It 
has been farther stated, and, I believe, correctly, that he will 
not accept a challenge from any person whatever. This, cer- 
tainly, is a wise arrangement. He knows right well his 
opinions are utterly untenable, and, therefore, the farther he 
keeps them fh>m the light the better. They are far better 
adapted &r those who prostrate their intellect below the level 
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of the brute creation, than for individaab who exercise those 
noble endowments^ reason and common aenae — which render 
man the lord of all he Burreys. There is one very important 
difference, however, between my challenge and those he has 
received fh>m other parties. They have asked him to enter 
upon a tedious discussion, which would entail a great deal of 
labour upon himself ; but I have been contented by merely 
calling upon him to prove the sincerity of his awn faiih by 
swallowing a wafer. This is a simple operation, which ooold 
be done in a few minutes, and, if ho really possessed the pow^ 
of transubstantiating, it could not possibly do him any harm. 
Others would put him to trouble without any profit ; but I 
have offered him a handsome bonus if he comes off victorious. 
My method may be called the short and certain test for Po- 
pery. It is a great deal too certain, however, for Dr. Cahill 
to tiy it. He knows very well that he could not escape. In 
discussion, he might blindfold his audience by the power of 
his elo(|uence, but there is no room for rhetorical display in 
swallowmg the wafer — it would soon settle the question on 
the one side or the other. 

Further, it has been very bombastically said that Dr. Cahill 
might safely swallow my wafer as I would not venture to put 
the poison into it, lest I might be hanged for so doing. I 
have only to say let him ti^ me, and then he will be able to 
judge for himself. I pledge him my word and honour that it 
will not only contain poison, but also that I will put the 
speediest, strongest, and most concentrated poisons into it 
which I can combine. He need not imagine I am going to 
throw away my money without having value for it I have 
not the least fear for the consequences. The " shilly shally*' 
boys who raise these objections will not catch me so easy as 
they think. I never said that 1 would put the wafer down 
Dr. Cahiirs throat I would merely place it on his tongne, 
and then he might either swallow it or spit it out as he thought 
proper. The swallowing of it would be bis own act, not mine. 
At all events let him just give me one trial, and the result 
will speak for itself. 

Another reason which has been assigned, with a very tri- 
umphant air, for his silence, is, that it is bread, not poison, 
he pretends to transubstantiate* and, therefore, that my test 
is not a fair one. I am well aware that the wily advocates of 
Popery have foreseen all the difficulties which would be thrown 
in their way, and, on that account have been wise enough to 
exclude poisonous substances from the list of thos^ things 
over which they pretend to have control. In this way th^ 
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may blindfold those who are easily duped ; but I am deter- 
mined not to be foiled or deceived. I will leaye no hole for 
Dr. Cafaill to creep out at. I will bunt him from his hiding- 
place, I care not where it is. Whibt I utterly deny that any 
ol^ection whatever regarding the poisoned wafer can hold good 
in reference to this man who claims miraculous power, and 
asks—** can we not do what Moses did, when we have got the 
Holy Ghost to enable us to do so ?'*, I am, nevertheless, dis* 
posed to give him a trial, on such terms as must be admitted 
by the most rigid Romanist to be totally unobjectionable. I 
vriilnow make a proposal, which is not open to the xDost 
trifling objection— not even to the one which represents the 
ingredients used as being spoiled by coming in contact with 
my unholy and unsanctified hands 

The Piiests of Rome profess to be able to convert the wIm, 
into the real blood of Christ. They profess to do this really 
and substantially — that it is no longer wine but blood, Now, 
if Dr. Oahill satisfies me that he can do this, I will subscribe 
one hundred pounds to any Roman Catholic Chapel be names, 
I here state my conditions— he must satisfy me that the ma- 
terial used is really and truly good and pure port wine of the 
full strength ; and that this same wine, without any dilution, 
and no other, is used in the entire experiment In shorty that 
from first to last everything is honestly and fairly done« The 
wine is to be kept fairly and fully in my view all the time till 
it is swallowed. He is to transubstantiate it, and then, with- 
out taking it out of my sight, or using any means whatever 
for diluting or changing it, he is to cause a youth whom / will 
name to drink one quart of it. The youth must remain in 
my presence for six hours immediately after swallowing the 
said wine. There must not be any means used for preventing 
its effects upon him. It must remain on his stomach for six 
hours without any interference. If all those thin^ are done 
in such a way as I am satisfied there is no deceit, and the 
wine fails to make the youth drunk, 1 will pay the money. In 
order that I may have no way, after all is over, of evading the 
penalty, I will state at every stage of the proceedings whether 
or not I am satisfied as far as Dr: Cahill has gone. And fur- 
ther, for the satisfaction of my opponents, I will choose a Ro- 
man Catholic youth, and not a Protestant, to drink the wine. 
I will give Dr. Cahill the power of choosing one out of six in- 
dividuals named by me. if he thinks this number too small, 
I am ready to extend it to five and twenty. The reason why 
I insist on naming the individual is, that he might select one 
who could drink the quart of wine with perfect impunity. 
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Here, now, is a dmple chaHen^, against which no 
excuse can be raised ; and it will be a fiair test of the power ot 
the Priest If he can do what he professes — if he can oon< 
yert wine into the rwd Uood of Christ, of course it will lose 
all its intoiicating Qualities, and I must lose my moDor. A 
man would not get amnk on a hogshead of it. 

Dr. Oahill has not accepted my first challenge for this sim- 
ple reason — he knows right well he does not possess the power 
which he assumes. He does not, he could not, believe it him- 
self ; and it is a shame for him to impose upon the ignoiant 
multitude* His deluded followers may say he could not tran- 
substantiate the poisofted wafer, because Jesus did not do this 
himself; but he is too knowing to come out with this objec- 
tion in his own name. Evexy argument adduced on this head 
only adds increased strength to my second challenge, beeanse 
it goes on the supposition that he has the power if there was 
no poison used. I do not ask to put any poison in the wine, 
and still I am sure he will never try the experiment with it 
either. If he does overlook it, however, it will prove, beyond 
doubt, that he is a regular impostor. 

I understand the Boman Catholics are excessively angry 
about my challenge. There is no doubt it has made them 
grind their teeth with venom. Thank Goodness, however, 
they have not the power of establishing the Inquisition in the 
realms of our gracious Queen. If they had I would not long 
escape. Still their anger is very childish, because they oogbt 
to know it is my duty to tell them plainly what I think abont 
their religion, and their doty to act in the same straightfor- 
ward manner towards me when they think me in the wrong. 
A discussion they could bear with ; but the plump, homelj. 
intelligible, and practical test, which they cannot by any so- 
phistry or ingenuity evade, cuts them to the core. 

Yours, very truly» 
Coleraine, June 14th, 1B55. 



FIBST LETTER 

ON DB. OAHUL'S SERMON ON TRANSUBSTANmilON. 



'0^^^t^^^^^^^t^k^^^^^0k^*0^i^^^m0^0^0^0^^^^t^t^ 



TO THE EDITOB. 



Snt«-I do not pretezid thai my reading is sufficiently et- 
tensive to enable me^to discuss the various dogmas of Popery; 
but any person possessed of ordinary reasoning powers can, 
without difficulty, reply to the statements set forth in the ser- 
mon on Transubstantiation delivered by Dr. Oahill in Cole- 
raine. I am not vain enough to think I can handle this ser- 
mon in the same strain of powerful, natural, and highly per- 
suasive eloquence in which it was handled, on last Sunday 
evening, by the Yen. the Archdeacon of Derry ; nor do I im- 
agine I can meet its sophistries with the same vigorous and 
overwhelming ailments with which tfaey will hereafter bo 
met by the Rev. Dr. Huston, of Maoosquin. I am, moreover, 
ready to acknowledge that almost all the aiiguments I can ad- 
duce are founded upon principles which I have derived either 
f^om the pulpit ministrations or the published writings of the 
late Dr. Carson, the humble pastor of the Baptist Church at 
Tubbermore. To be the son of this man, who, by pubhc con- 
sent, stood preeminent as a scholar, a philologist, a critic, and 
a Christian philosopher — who, by his writings, made himself 
known in the most remote comers of the christianised worid 
— and who, for the sake of his conscience, sacrificed all his 
worldly advantages-^I consider a far higher honour than if 
my veins were filled with blood from all the Rojalty of Eu- 
rope. I confess I am proud of my birth ; but yet I would 
not receive my father's opinions unless they were in the strict- 
est accordance with the deductions of my own reason. It is 
to Ood, not man, we must render an account. 

Notwithstanding I only presume to follow in the wake of 
the parties I have mentioned, I still think it will serve a use- 
ful purpose to oritidse, in my own homely way, and through 
the columns of the newspaper [»ess, which aflbrd a most con- 
venient and ready access to all classes of society, this sermon 
of Dr. Cahill, in praise of which so much has been said. His 
eloquence and sophistry seem to have blinded the eyes of his 
audience. It was even said he would have converted the devil 
himself. A Rev. Doctor has very |)ertinently asked —Was the 
devil not converted before Dr. Cahill began ? 
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To prove the doctrine of Transubstantiatioii, Dr. Cahill 
says — " T never bring forward anything bat from the Scrip- 
tures^l never bring forward the fathers or councils, nor do I 
ever insult any man into Catholicity ; but I reoion^ I persuade 
him into it." Fnj, Dr. Cahill, how does it come that you 
treat this subject differently from others which you hold ? Do 
you hold the Scriptures as the only rule of faith, or do yoa 
consider yourself at liberty to depart from them whenever it 
suits your purpose ? Have you any other reason for the coaiBe 
you have adopted but that you think you can manage to twist 
and turn the words of scripture to your own advantage ? If 
it suited your purpose, could you not sink the Scriptures to 
the bottom of the sea? At present, you have adopted a vety 
wary plan. You think it will take Protestants off their gaard. 
when you profess such reverence for the Scriptures that yon 
do not think it necessary to go beyond them for the proof of 
your doctrine. I only hope you will stick to this resolution of 
abiding by the Scriptures. 

You tell us you only reason and persuade men into Catho- 
licity. This is exceedingly kind in you, and it is very gratify- 
ing to all who have heard of it What a pity it is the same 
course had not been adopted at all periods of the history of 
your Church ! It would have prevented an amount of persecu- 
tion, torture, murder, rapine, cruelty, and brutality which is 
without a parallel in the whole history of the world. Who 
could possibly forget the barbaiities your Church has com- 
mitted ? The ingenuity of the devil and all his emissaries 
could add nothing whatever to them. I know not how you 
can hold up your head so long as they remain registered on 
the records of time. Where is the arithmetician who could 
count the number of those who have 8u£fered death, and far 
more than death itself, under the horrid and unrelenting sway 
of your Church ? Surely she is glutted with the blood of the 
saints. 

Can it be possible, Dr. Cahill, you think you could make 
us believe you would confine yourself to reasoning and per- 
suasion, if you had the power to do otherwise ? Does your 
Church not inculcate the extirpation of heretics by fire and 
sword? Are not all its memb^ bound to do whatever they 
are bid ? Do you not consider your Church infaUihle, un* 
changed, and unchangeable ? Is not this the thing in which 
you glory in contradistinction from those who, you say, are 
ever varying ? If so, what reason is there to condudo that 
your persecuting spirit has ceased ? If you are infaUihU, 
everything you have already done must be right, and, under 
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similar circumstaDces, must always be repeated. To deny this 
is to deny your infallibility. If you are unchanged and un- 
changeable, you must again persecute as you have previously 
done, provided only you had the power. To deny this is to 
confess that you are changed and changeable, and, therefore, 
fallible. I do not mean to say that every man who is formally 
oonnected with Popery must act in this way ; but most cer- 
tainly every man who is really, truly, and in heart, a Papist, 
must do as I have said. He cannot act otherwise and be true 
to his own principles. How many of your brother priests and 
of their deluded flocks were there who were anxious to see the 
Maidai released from the dungeons into which they were cast 
by spiritual tyranny, for the great crime of reading the Word 
of God ? If your persecuting spirit has ceased, why did you 
not all rise as one man and petition for their deliveiy from the 
bonds of oppression ? You are all very sweet when you live 
in a Protestant country ; but I ask you, plainly, what sort of 
reasoning and persuasion do you adopt, at present, in Spain, 
Portugal, France, Italy, and every country under the power of 
your infallible head, the Pope ? Is not Popery synonymous 
with intellectual degradation, civil and religious tyranny, op- 
pression, persecution, darkness, and misery of mind and of 
body? It is not Popery, but Christianity alone, which can 
secure liberty of conscience, either civil or rehgious, and ren- 
der man " great, glorious, and free." 

" Let me tell you at the outset," says Dr. Cahill, '* what 
par t reason has in religion. Well, then, it htu no part at aU.'' 
Well done. Dr. Cahill. You now acknowledge that the doc- 
trines of Catholicity have nothing to do with religion. Did 
you intend this ?— or have your inconsistencies come out vrith- 
out your being aware of it ? You tell us you will reason a 
man into Catholicity ; and, in the next breath, you say reason 
has nothing to do in religion. It follows, as a matter of 
course, that you do not consider Catholicity is religion; or 
else you are driven to the very disagreeable necessity of rea- 
soning about a thing with which, you say, reason has nothing 
to do? Error will never square with itself. Your critictd 
talents are here rendered very conspicuous. You undertake 
to reason your hearers into your doctrines, but you tell them 
reason has nothing to do with the matter ! A fool would here 
have a decided advantage over a wise man. 

Where do you learn. Dr. Cahill, that reason has nothing to 
do in religion ? On what authority do you denounce the in- 
terference of the senses and reason which Ood haa conferred 
upon man ? Do you think it a crime to use the gifts we have 

B 
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leoeived at the hands of our Great Creator? Aooording to 
your pnnj philosophj, man may use his reason abont the 
things of this world, which, to him, shall last less than one 
hundred years ; but he must not, on any account, exercise his 
reason in those matters which concern his destiny throughout 
the never-ending ages of eternity ! Man's feculties transcend 
those of the beasts of the field in referenoe to this life ; but 
you put them both on a par regarding futurity. Such is your 
philosophy. It is degrading enough. 

" Remember/' you say, " when we speak of God, rwmn is 
to be abandoned, reason is prostrate.'* This is mere assertion : 
I call for your proof. I grant there are many things regard* 
ing God which reason cannot Aithom, because they are re- 
moved far beyond its sphere of action — they are out of its 
reach. But it does not follow from this that we are not to 
use our reason as fisir as it can go. Reason, like all the other 
intellectual faculties of man, has a certain definite range of 
action, and ought to be used within its own bounds. To deny 
this is to cast a stigma upon the works of the Creator. All 
the rational faculties He nas conferred upon us ought to be 
used as far as He has commissioned them to extend, but no 
farther. Tour principle seems to be that because reason can* 
not fathom God in eveiy sense of the word, it must not be 
used regarding Him at all ; because we cannot wade beyond 
our depth we must not venture into shallow water. Is it not 
ridiculous to say that, because we cannot comprehend the na- 
ture of God*s essence, we are excluded from reasoning about 
His mercy, love, justice, and goodness ? All these ana simi- 
lar things are excepted by you when you say we are to aban- 
don reason when we speak of Gk>d, and also, that, in religion, 
reason has no part at all. Are you always consistent with 
your own principle ? When you speak of matters relating to 
this life, do you refuse to reason about a thing when you can- 
not comprehend every iota concerning it? Do you under- 
stand evexything, or anything^ about the essence of light, heat, 
and electricity? If you do, you are more than human. To 
this amount of knowledge you would not even yourself pre- 
tend. Why, then, will you not act consistently, and pros- 
trate reason regarding them alt<^ether? When you cannot 
possibly understand everything about them, how does it oome 
you hid the hardihood to stand up and reason concerning 
them in your lecture in Deny ? As long as a witness woula 
testify evexything in your favour, you would believe eveiy word 
that would come out of his mouth ; but the moment he says 
anything prgudidal to your cause, you would swear he was a 
peijured liar. 
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With your kind permission, Mr. Editor, I will resume the 
subject next week, when I hope to be able to prove to your 
readers that Dr. Cahiirs reasoning powers are not so accurate, 
or so much to be reUed upon, as some people seem to imagine. 

Yours truly, 

Goleraine, June 17th, 1853. 



SECOND LETTER 

ON DR CAHILL'S SEBMON ON TBANSUBSTANTIAnON. 
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TO THE EDITOB. 



Sib — Dr. Cahill says " Beason is annihilated when we look 
at the cradle of the Son of God. There is an infant, weak 
and helpless, yet that infant is the Almighty — finite yet in- 
finite. Here we really belioTe only against our senses. Do 
you see the infinite God in the child Jesus in the cradle ? 
r^o. Why do you not believe the eye now ?"* This statement 
may appear very plausible to an audience who have never 
been trained, or allowed, to think ; but its extreme shallow- 
ness and ridiculous inconsistencies are at once patent to those 
whose reasoning powers are not stunted by inactivity. Sup- 
pose Dr. Cahill were to take an individual in whom the powers 
of reason were touUly extinguished, or in other words, annihi- 
lated, by disease, or an individual on whom God never con- 
ferred tbe slightest trace of reasoning capacity, I ask, how 
would he teach that individual anything whatever about the 
infant, or the Almigbty — about finity or infinity ? How would 
he get him to believe either with or against the senses ? Would 
his task not be a very hopeless one ? And yet this individual 
would be quite as high in the scale of intellectual develop- 
ment as Dr. Cahill hjmself, if his reason were annihilated. 
What, then, are we to think of Popery, which demands reason 
to be " abandoned,'* to be ** prostratsd,** to be *' annihilated^'* 
when we turn to religion, or to God ? Is not this a most de- 
grading system of religion?— a system which makes man no 
better tban the hippopotamus. 

But how does it come that the contemplation of Jesus in 
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the cradle annihilates our reason ? Is it not rather a sabject 
which should gi^e double energy to all our powers ? Should 
it not brighten our hopes, and sharpen our understandings, 
rather than render us idiotic? Ai^ there not many, Yerj 
many things respecting that infant about which we can fair^j 
and profitably reason ? There may be, and are, some things 
here far above and beyond our reason, but most certainly there 
is nothing whatever contrary to it This is the main distiDO- 
tion to keep before our minds. It is a distinction which will 
free us from all difficulties. A thing which is beyond the 
sphere of our reason may be true, and should be believed on 
proper and sufficient evidence ; but a thing which is contraiy to 
our reason cannot be true, and, therefore, could not be proved 
by any evidence; it could not be credited by any rational 
creature. In the very nature of things, an observed contra- 
diction is within, not beyond, the compass of our reason, and, 
consequently, our reason is capable of judging in the matter. 
If two things are beyond our reason, we cannot say whether 
they contradict each other or not ; they may or may not for 
aught we can tell. It is only when they come within the 
power of our reason we can see the contradiction and give 
our decision. Hence, it follows that a thing must be within 
the province of our reason before it can be contrary to it. We 
are always in a position to reject a contradiction, because the 
moment the contradiction appears, that moment it is within 
the power of our reason, and it must be rejected ; it could not 
be supported by any evidence ; it could not, after full inves- 
tigation, be really believed by any sane individual. The pub- 
lic would certainly, and properly, consider a man deranged 
who would assert, and believe, that he was living in Ireland 
and Australia at the same instant of time. And why ? Just 
because it is impossible for him to be in two places at one 
time. To assert the possibility of this is to contradict reason 
and common sense ; and the man who believes it will be uni- 
versally considered a lunatic. It would even be granted bj 
Dr. Cahill himself. It is only in matters of religion he grants 
a patent for proving the sanity of a madman. / 

Does Dr. Cahill mean to say Jesus was infinite and al- 
mighty, as a helpless infant f If he does, and no other mean- 
ing would suit his purpose, then he reasons no better than a 
child wanting teeth. His opinion is absurd — ^it is contrary to 
reason — it could not possibly be correct. Jesus could not be 
infinite and finite in the same sense ; He could not be al- 
mighty and helpless in the same point of view, any more than 
a man could reside in England and America at the veiy same 
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time. Such a thing would be so contrary to reason that a 
simpleton could hardly receive it. Instead of having our rea- 
son annihilated when we come to view the cradle of Jesus, 
let us summon up all the energies of our minds, and take a' 
full and extended view of that unique individual who was both 
God and man We shall then see that as man He was Rnite, 
as God He was infinite ; as man He was helpless, as God He 
was almighty ; as man He was visible, as God He was invi- 
sible. In place of being contradictory, this is all very rational. 
In place of forcing us to abandon, prostrate, and annihilate 
reason, this opens up an extensive field, of an interesting de- 
scription, fitted for the contemplation of the most gigantic in- 
tellect that ever was conferred upon mortal man. 

What do you mean. Dr. Cahill, when you say — " Here we 
really believe only against our senses ?** Do you mean to say 
it is contrary to our senses of touch and of sight to believe 
that Jesus, when he lay in the cradle, was both God and 
man ? These senses could very well take cognizance of His 
humanity ; but they were not commissioned to directly dis- 
cover His Godhead. Is any person foolish enough to imagine 
he ought to be able to see and feel the Godhead of Jesus ? — 
You must surely have been raving when you uttered such sen- 
timents. There is no contradiction from the senses in refer- 
ence to the divinity and humanity of the infant in the cradle, 
exoept what arises from your own raving imagination. The 
sense of sight is a competent witness to bear direct testimony 
to the existence of the humanity of the Saviour, but it is not 
its province directly to discern His Godhead. Beason and 
sight, applied to the Scriptures, can discover that He was both 
God and man. Yon go farther and ask the question — " Do 
you see the infinite God in the child Jesus in the cradle ? — 
No. Why do you not believe the eye now ?" I must take 
the liberty of telling you, Dr. Cahill, this question is contemp- 
tible for its silliness. You are perfectly aware that the God- 
head of Jesus is not visible to mortals, either in the cradle or 
out of it You know very well that it does not throw the 
slightest discredit on our faith in the accuracy of sight, to say 
we cannot see a spirit— otm 0/ the properties of which is to be 
invisible. You are not ignorant of the fact that, if the God- 
head of Jesus were visible to the human eye, it would not be 
a spirit at all, but matter — it would not be almighty, but 
weak — it would not be infinite, but finite— it would not be om- 
nipresent, but confined to a particular locality. Why, then, 
do you ask such a ridiculous question ? The eyes were com- 
missioned by their creator to take cognizance of all visible ma- 
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teiial objects; but they were never intended to see an in- 
visible, immaterial, spirit. If you deny this the sooner yoa 
. are in Bedlam the better. Why will you upbraid the eyes for 
not going beyond their province ? When uiey tell the whole 
truth, as far as their knowledge extends, why will you refose 
to believe them, and try to m^e them out liars, because they 
will not condescend to swear a fidsehood for the purpose of 
suiting your theory ? An honest witness will not please yoa. 
You are never satisfied unless he will perjure himself by swear- 
ing to the correctness of facts which, however true in them- 
selves, and however capable of being proved by a d^ergni evi- 
dence, never could, by any possibility, come within kia know- 
ledge. The eye can prove that Jesus was man when he lay 
in the cradle. The existence of His divine nature we can 
satisfactorily establish by other evidence. No rational man 
would expect to see God with his eyes. If a man came up to 
any of us on the road, and told us he had just seen the Al- 
mighty, we would not have the slightest doubt, if we thought 
him in earnest, that he was a fit subject for the madhouse. 

I cannot see any reason, Dr. Cahill, for your bringing for- 
ward such an argument, unless it be for the purpose of show- 
ing that you have as much right to expect us to see the Dir 
vinity in the cradle as we have to expect you to see the body 
of Jesus in the consecrated wafer. This, however, is a very 
lame and childish argument. The cases are not in the slight- 
est degree parallel Divinity is never visible to the eye, but 
humanity always is. The divinity of Jesus might be there 
without being seen — it could not be seen either there or any- 
where else. The humanity of Jesus is essentially visible. It 
could not be either in the cradle or in the wafer without being 
discovered by the eye that will examine them. If his body is 
there it must be visible. ' 

I will now test the correctness of Dr. Oahill's principle by 
applying it to a human being instead of Christ Come here. 
Dr. Cahill, and take a look at this infant in the cradle. — 
There it is— mortal, yet immortal ; visible, yet invisible ; help- 
less, yet strong ; material, yet immaterial. What do yoa think 
of it ? Do you see its soul ? Will you believe the eye now? 
" Well, I confess," the Doctor replies, " I think I do see some- 
thing, but I fear my eyes are deceiving me. I cannot see its 
invisible, immaterial, immortal, soul, and, therefore, if I be* 
lieve at all it must be against my senses. Sometimes I im- 
agine I do get a glimpse of its body, but, then, again I am 
staggered even in this, because the moment I take a particu- 
lar look at it my reason becomes annihilated. I cannot see 
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the spirit in the cradle, and, therefore, I must refuse to be- 
lieve my eyes — they are not worthy of credit." Such is your 
mode of reasoning, Dr. Cahill, in reference to Christ. Are 
you not ashamed of your dwarfish understanding, or will you 
take the other alternative and acknowledge yourself a knowing 
impostor ? 

If you were at the side of the cradle of Jesus, Dr. Cahill, 
how would you know there was an infant in it at all ? You 
will at once answer — " Do you think me a fool ? Don*t I see 
him plainly with my eyes, can*t I handle him with my hands ? 
Would any man but a madman deny he was there ?" I ad- 
mit, Dr. Cahill, your reasoning is very correct— it is unanswer- 
able. But the insuperable mistake is, it entirely overthrows 
the doctrine of Transubstantiation. If we admit the accuracy 
of the senses of sight and of touch respecting the infant in 
the cradle, on what principle can we consistently refuse them 
credence when they testify regarding the wafer ? Are they 
credible witnesses in the one case and perjured villains in the 
other ? This would not be consistent either with religion or 
philosophy. When I look at the wafer, even after the con- 
secration, I see plainly it is still a wafer ; when I touch it, I 
feel it is still a wafer ; when I taste it, I am sure it is bread ; 
when I roast it on the fire, my nose says it is not flesh ; when 
I lift it to the ceiling and let it fall on the floor, my ears swear 
most positively it is not a human body — it did not make a 
great noise, nor shake the floor to its centre. *' I frankly 
admit," replies Dr. Cahill, " your reasoning puzzles me a 
good deal. Your doctrine is more easily believed than mine. 
But we must exercise faith, and deny every atom of sense 
God has given us. The Church contradicts the senses, and 
it must be right, no matter who may be wrong. The senses 
lead you all astray. You think you really see the wafer ; but I 
tell you, and I am infallible, it is no wafer at all — it is the 
full-grown body of Christ. It is His flesh, blood, bones, 
nerves, soul, and divinity — whole and entire. It should not 
be the least obstacle to your belief that the priest might have 
some difficulty in swallowing this body. You forget that, after 
having fasted all morning, his throat is as capacious as that 
of the boa constrictor. Just take my advice ; put no confi- 
dence in the senses. God spoiled them in the making. Your 
only safety is in following the Pope and his infallible Church." 

I am, Sir, yours truly, 
Coleraine, Jane ddd, 1853. 



THIRD LETTER 

ON DR. CAHILI'S SERMON ON TRANSOBSTANTUTION. 
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TO THE EDITOR. 



Sib — Dr. Cahill says he rests the doctrine of Transahstan- 
tiation upon three portions of Scripture. He seems to think 
he has acted very heroically when he has gone to the Sacred 
Volume for the support of his opinions, and not to the fathers 
or councils. But, I would like to know, what is the use of 
attempting to prove the truth of this doctrine by a referenoe 
to Scripture. In reasoning with a man who denies the divine 
origin of the Bible, it is very necessary to be able to demon- 
strate that the Scriptures can be fairly interpreted, in accor- 
dance with the laws of language, without giving any support 
to such a monstrously absurd opinion. It is highly impor- 
tant, for the honour of Scripture, to be able to show that it 
can steer clear of such ridiculous nonsense. But it can serve 
no good purpose for Dr. Cahill, who professes to believe Re- 
velation, to attempt to give a colouring to his trumpery, by 
an appeal to the Sacred Becords. Take it for granted he can 
really prove that his doctrine is contained in the Bible, and 
that the inspired words can bear no other interpretation but 
his, without doing direct violence to the laws of language, 
and, I ask, what would be the consequence ? Would this fact 
prove Transubstantiation to be true ? Decidedly not. In 
place of that, it would incontestably prove the Scriptures to be 
a forgery. Transubstantiation is directly contrary to reason 
and common sense. It gives a flat contradiction to the senses 
of sight, touch, taste, hearing and smelling. Consequently it 
must of necessity be a lie ; and as a direct consequence of 
this, the book which asserts its truth cannot possibly be from 
Ood. It is plain, then, it would be no advantage for Dr. 
Cahill to show it was a Scripture doctrine. If he could suc- 
ceed in this, the Scriptures and it would both sink together. 

Some people may think my statements too bold ; but I am 
sure they are no stronger than they are true. I fearlessly 
state the truth, regardless of all consequences. It cannot be 
injured, if it is fairly represented. Suppose it were asserted, 
beyond doubt, in the Bible, that a man could be in the moon 
and on the surface of the earth at the same instant of time. 
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would any person believe it was true ? Certainly not. Ifhs 
were ever so wilUng te could not do it. His senses and judg- 
ment would revolt against it. Instead of taking the Scripture 
statement as a satisfactory evidence of the truth of the asser- 
tion, he would, without hesitation, take the assertion as an in- 
disputable evidence that the book which contained it was a 
complete fable. So is it with Transubstantiation. It can be 
proved as clear as the light of heaven, that it is utterly im« 
pos8ibl^ for it to have the slightest foundation in truth ; and, 
as a matter of course, it must follow that the Bible is an in* 
vention of man, and not from God, if it contains such a doo- 
trine. It would be of no use to establish the existence of 
this doctrine in Scripture, as it would be certain to sink the 
ship. But, on the other hand, it is a matter of overwhelming 
importance, to be able to show that the Scriptures do not ne- 
cessarily support it If we could not succeed in this, we could 
not establish the existence of a revelation from God at all. 

In the beginning, God called the separate parts of crea- 
tion into existence at separate and distinct periods of time. — 
As He was an infinitely wise Creator, we would naturally ex- 
pect that every succeeding part would perfectly accord with 
those which preceded it in the order of development. Any 
deviation from this rule would have exhibited a want of know- 
ledge and skill which would have been altogether inconsistent 
with the nature of God. He is allwise, and His works testify 
to the fact. The slightest consideration of the subject will 
convince us that man, who was created on the sixth day, after 
all other things had been finished, was formed in the most 
perfect accordance with everything which preceded and sur- 
rounded him. His lungs could receive atmospheric air with- 
out injuiy ; his eyes were peculiarly adapted to the laws of 
light ; his stomach was ready to digest food for the support of 
his system ; he was able to walk on the surface of the earth 
in accordance with the laws of gravitation ; his ears were formed 
for sound, his nose for smell, his palate for taste, and his 
fingers for touch. In short, in every sense of the word, he 
was created in the most delightful harmony with those things 
which preceded him in the order of the universe. Such things 
should convince us that God is not like man. There is no 
jarring or bungling in His works ; they are all most admirably 
adapted to each other. 

Now, I ask, is it rational to suppose that God, who has die- 
played such extraordinary wisdom in the creation of the world, 
would make the grossest blunders imaginable in revealing His 
will to man ? Could it, for a moment, be supposed He would 



send us a written revelatioQ witbout having previoody oon- 
ferred upon us trustworthy senses by which we would be eD- 
abled to judge of it, and appropriate it to our use ? More 
especially, is it possible He could have given us a revelation 
oontaining doctrines which are completely opposed, and di- 
rectly contrary, to all the senses and intellect He had pre- 
viously bestov^ upon the human race ? Such a thing is not 
to be credited. If it were the case, the great work of rerela* 
tion would be radically defective, and not, for one instant, to 
be compared, in point of perfection, to the far less important 
work of creation. Man's future destiny would thus be much 
more carelessly provided for than his present temporaiy con- 
dition. This may suit the deluded followers of Borne ; but it 
is altogether inconsistent with the accurate adaptations of oar 
infallible Creator. 

As God prepared the world for the reception of man before 
man was called into existence, and as the system of man was 
made to harmonize most completely with the previous stages of 
creation, even so did Grod endow man with fiBusultiesfitted for the 
reception of revelation before that revelation was written; and as 
that revelation comes from God it must be peculiarly adapted 
to mans condition previous to its reception. Let it also be 
particularly observed that all the change upon man, efiCiscted by 
the fall, had taken place long before the Bible was received, 
consequently the Bible must be suited to man in his present 
condition. If God is perfect His written Word cannot con- 
tradict the senses and reason which humanity received at the 
hands of our Creator long before the Scriptures were given. 
There can be no jarring between the testimony of these two 
heavenly messengers. So far as they are commissioned to 
testify, they must agree upon every point, otherwise they would 
have no claim to a heavenly origin. Our senses and intellect 
are first in the order of existence, and consequently have 
the first daim. Evexything which comes after them, the 
Scriptures not excepted, must harmonize with their decisions. 

God endowed man with reason, and the senses of sight, 
touch, taste, hearing, and smelling, all of which connect man 
with the external world. It is trough them alone informa- 
tion can be gathered either from the field of nature or the 
book of revelation. To charge them as false witnesses, as the 
Papists do, is to cast a stigma upon the author of their exist- 
ence. They were in being long before the Bible was written, 
consequently, everything contained in Scripture must be in 
harmony with their dictates. Nothing can be true which con- 
tradicts them. It is only by their means we can be made 



aware of the existence of Ood or the Bible. Thej are the onlj 
channels through which information can be carried. If they 
are not to be trusted where is the use of a revelation ? When 
God has sent us a revelation, is it not an insult to Him to 
affirm that the senses through which He has obliged us to re- 
ceive it must of necessity lead us astray ? If our senses and 
understandings are as far deranged as Papists would have us 
believe, we are a regular set of maniacs. But, oh ! it is an 
awful thing to chaise God with giving us senses calculated to 
lead us astray regarding a revelation by which we are to be 
tested at the great and final day. Human nature has fallen 
from its pristine dignity; but our senses, if in health, are 
Btill the unerring dicta of God to our thinking principle. By 
an inherent law of our nature we cannot avoid giving implicit 
credence to what they testify. 

Dr. Cahill may despise the senses as he pleases, but I 
affirm ho cannot proceed one step in any direction without 
their assistance. If he will take a person who, from his 
birth, has always been blind, without taste, smell, hearing, 
and touch, and will teach him anything whatever about God 
or the devil, heaven or hell, or even the infallible Church, I 
will give up the whole question. It is through these senses 
alone, which Popery despises, we get our knowledge from 
without, and the man who refuses to believe them, provided 
they are in a healthy condition, is himself a lunatic. He is 
not fit to be reasoned with. In order to throw discredit on 
the testimony of the senses, it is a common thing with Pa- 
pists to deny their accuracy. But this is very foolish, be- 
cause, if they are inaccurate about transubstantiation, they 
are equally incapable of judging about the if^aUMe Church, 
They could not even tell of its existence. If they cannot 
give an honest testimony in the one case, they are not trust- 
worthy witnesses in the other. By invalidating their testi- 
mony, the Papist, if he would only think of it, might see 
that he is cutting his own throat. He renders it impossible 
for us to know there is such a thing in existence as a Pope, 
a Priest, or an infieillible Church. 

So long as we retain the use of our reason and senses, we 
could not possibly believe that the entire and full-grown body 
of Christ IS in tlie wafer, whilst it still, to all our senses, re^ 
mains a wafer. The man who, through religious fanaticism, 
believes this, is proved to be a madman by every argument 
which could consign him to Bedlam. He cannot be reaaonal 
with, for he has already trampled on bHI the rational grounds 
of beliel He can only be lashed with ridicule, md held up 
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as a laughing-stock to society. He will not credit fais senses. 
He may comfort himself, however, with the reflection, that, 
in this respect, he is following the example of some men who, 
in their day, stood on the very top of philosophical eminence. 
David Hume and Bishop Berkeley occupied a prominent 
position in those days of pseudo-philosophy. They denied 
they had any proof of the existence of the material world, 
or of anything in it heyond themselves. They would not he^ 
lieve their senses. They tried to reason themselves clean oat 
of their judgment, and they succeeded. For a time their 
followers were innumerahle. Did this make them right? 
Would any of my readers think a man sane who would deny 
there was any proof of the existence of matter ? Certainly 
not The existence of the world is a palpable fact to every 
one who has the use of his senses. He is impelled, by a 
first principle of his nature, to believe it He receives it as 
a necessary fact, and no argument can add to its credibility. 
I have heard it said Bishop Berkeley was once put to the 
practical test on this matter. He went to call at the house 
of a friend, but during his walk there came on a tremendous 
shower of rain. In a few minutes he was wet nearly to the 
skin. His friend observed him coming up the avenue, and 
told the servant not to open the door. The Bishop, in his 
hurry, gave a great knock at the door, and his friend, very 
good naturedly, put his head out of the drawing-room win- 
dow and told him to walk in. *' I cannot get in," says the 
Bishop, ** for the door is shut.*' His friend at once rephed, 
" you are all mistaken, there is no door there ; you only ima- 
gine it ; there is no proof of the existence of matter in the 
whole world. Just walk in out of the rain." This might 
have taught the Bishop a lesson about the absurdity of deny- 
ing his senses. It \^as like the practical test to which I put 
Dr. Oahill. There was no way of getting out of it Dr. 
Cahill has not the manliness to face it, nor yet to acknow- 
ledge he is wrong. 

Let us suppose a stranger comes into the Diamond of 
Colendne, and we ask him what he thinks of the Town-hall, 
which occupies its centre. He replies, *' what do you mean 
about the Town-hall ? There is no such building in the 
Diamond. Tou only imagine it. I can prove to you by the 
arguments used by David Hume, Bishop Berkeley, and Dr. 
Oahill, that there is no evidence of the existence of the Town- 
hall. It is not there at all. You may look at it and think 
you see it, you may touch it and think you feel it, but it is 
all imagination. These senses are not to be depended on. 
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They lead jou astray. I belong to an infallible charoh, and 
I tell you, yoa are all wrong. My word is twice as good as 
your senses." If he reasoned in this way, would any one 
in the town believe him ? If they thought him in earnest, 
would they not confidently swear he was deranged ? Most 
undoubtedly they would, and correctly too. I also maintain, 
if he were put to the pracHeal test, it would bring him to a 
stand-still in his religio-philosopbical balderdash. If he 
would allow me to strike his head half a dozen times against 
the wall of the Town-hall, I would convince him of his folly. 
I would soon bring him to his eyesight. 

It is a most extraordinary thing that men can believe their 
senses about the existence of the material world, and yet 
refuse to believe the same senses about the wafer. If these 
senses swear falsely regarding the wafer, are they credible 
witnesses in any other case whatever ? Common sense will 
certainly say, no. 

I am, Mr. Editor, yours truly, 

Coleraine, July 1st, 1853. 



FOUETH LETTER 

OK DR. CAHUL'S SERMON ON TRANSDBSIANIIAnON. 
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TO THE EOITOB. 



Sib — As I am quite confident the Scriptures come from 
God and must be true, I am not afraid to measure swords 
with Dr. Cahill over them in regard to the doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation. I am certain they will not prove against me. 
This heavenly witness cannot contradict its predecessors, 
reason and common sense. At the outset, however, I must 
guard against a misapprehension into which thousands have 
fallen in respect to Uie party upon whom the duty of proof 
lies. Serious mistakes are constantly happening upon this 
head— sometimes through ignorance, and very frequency 
from design. On every question, the man who holds Uie 
affimuOwe is bound to prove his case. The simple enun- 
ciation of this rule ought to be sufficient to estabhsh its 
aocuraoy. The plaintiff must satisfy the oourt as to the vali- 
dity of his case before the defendant is required to produce 
a single witness. In the present instance, Dr. Cahill main- 
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tains the truth of Transubstantiatioti, I deny it. He holds 
the affinnative, I hold the negative. He is the plaintiff* I 
am the defendant It consequently falls to his lot to prore 
that the Scriptures unequivocally contain his doctrine. As 
the defender of the Bible, I have only to shout innocent, 
innocent, till he satisfies the jury of ray guilt. If his wit- 
nesses give such evidence as might fairly be interpreted either 
for or against me, the one way as readily as the other, then 
it is plain the case is to be thrown asi^e. Nay more, I conld 
not be condemned by an honest jury unless the evidence is 
of such a nature as to make my guilt certain. It must be 
such that I could not make it bear any other fair oonstrnc- 
tion but for my condemnation. Now, as Dr. CahiU holds 
that Transubstentiation is a Scriptural doctrine, he is plainly 
bound to prove not only that the words of Scripture appear 
to favour it, but also that they cannot be interpreted in 
any other sense without doing direct violence to the laws of 
language. If they can possibly bear a fair construction on 
the other side, the doctrine certainly is not proved — the pri- 
soner is not made guilty. This holds good more particularly, 
inasmuch as the doctrine in question is so directly contrary 
to reason and common sense that it could not be true, even 
if it were contained in the Bible. Under these circumstances, 
before the Scriptures are thrown overboard as a foigery. Dr. 
Gahill is bound to show that, beyond all controversy, they 
contain his doctrine. 

The more improbable an opinion is, the greater the amount 
of evidence we require to support it This principle is re- 
cognized every day. The higher a man*s morality is known 
to be, the more difficult will we find it to convince a jury of 
his ndghbours that he is a thief ofr a murderer. A^ain, it 
would take a most extraordinary amount of evidence to prove 
that extremely improbable doctrine in mesmerism, called 
clairvoyance, which maintains that a person can see direct 
through the eardi from Ireland to Australia as easily as he 
can see through a glass window. The possession of this 
power is so very unlike the truth that it would require to be 
supported hy an overwhelming amount of incontrovertible 
evidence before we would be warranted in believing it So 
is it with regard to the proof of the Scriptures containing the 
doctrine of Transubstantiadon. It is utterly impossible for 
the book which contains this doctrine to be true. We must, 
therefore, be absolutely certain that the Scriptures underti&e 
to prove it in the most decided and unequivocal manner be» 
fare we record a verdict against them. The e^idenoe most 
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be reviewed with the most extraoidioary care before we agn 
the warrant which seals their doom ; it must bo of such a 
Datare that there is no possibility of escape. If the Scrip- 
tures contained this doctrine we would be justified in reject- 
ing them as the greatest deceivers that ever were imposed 
upon the human race. 

Having premised thus much, I proceed to the considera- 
tion of Dr. Cahiirs Scriptural arguments. 

'* I refer you," says Dr. Gahill, " to the sixth chapter of 
St. John, from the 48th to the 58th vexBe inclusive. You 
will observe the bread spoken of here is not natural bread — 
' the bread which I will give,' says Christ, ' i$ my flesh.* 
When he says, ' verily, verily, except you eat the flesh of the 
Son of Man and drink his blood,' he means that they should 
eat a reality, not a metaphor, drink a reaUty, not a flgure. 
Our Lord speaks of eating and drinking a redUtiy, not of 
eating and drinking a ynrit or a figfwre,^ From this it is 
quite evident that Dr. Cahill is entirely wanting either in 
perspicacity or in honesty. When he speaks of eating a 
reality, not a spirit, drinkug a reality, not a figure, he is de- 
ceiving himself with an absurdity, or else he is intentionally 
misleading his audience. He makes ike act of eating and 
drinking literal, and the thing to be eaten and drumk spiritual 
or figurative. Having thus, out of his own head, created a 
ridiculous object, he is exceedingly valiant in exposing its 
incongruities. Did any Protestant ever imagine he could 
lileraUy eat a spirit and drink a figure ? We do not trample 
on common sense after Dr. Cahill's fashion. We UteraUy 
eat and drink a tangible olgect, and we epirHmUy eat and 
drink a spiritual object. When the one is literal, so is the 
other; when the one is spiritual, so is the other. In this 
respect, the act and the objeet must perfectly correspond. 
As bread is the literal support of the body, so is Christ the 
spiritual food for the soul. ** I am the bread of life," says 
Jesus, " he that cometh to me shall never hunger, and he 
that believeth on me shall never thirst" As it is here 
plainly set forth that the hunger shall nmw return^ it must 
be that the hunger itself, and the bread which satisfies it, are 
both spiritual. The food which we eat in this life does not 
satisfy the bodily appetite in such a way as that the hunger 
never returns. When Christ, then, says he is the bread of 
life, he cannot possibly mean he is literally bread. He is 
bread only in a spiritual and figurative sense. I will receive 
Dr. CahilVs version of this affair if he will fatt for twelve 
months after swallowing the wafer and drinking the vrine. 
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I 8aq)ect he would aot like to be held up to his literal in* 
terpretation of the sixth chapter of Jakn, and kept apon 
short allowance after swallowiDg the Eucharist 

Suppose, it was said, a gentleman in Coleraine devaund 
and drank every word of Dr. Cahiirs discourse, would a merB 
child misunderstand the meaning of the expression ? Would 
any person, above an idiot, infer from this that it was reallj 
possible to nuuHcate and neaUow words f Would he think 
that the words were chewed, swallowed, and passed into the 
stomach ? No. He would have no difficulty in understand- 
ing the meaning of this very common form of expression. 
In place of taking it UteraUy, after Dr. Gahiirs plan, he 
would understand tbe whole in a fiffurativB sense, as import- 
ing that the man had paid great attention to the sermon, and 
hi&d mentally swallowed, or received, every word of it as true. 
What difficulty is there, then, in understanding how we can, 
in a figurative sense, eat the flesh and drink the blood of 
Christ ? None. It is plain to every person who is not sunk 
in stupidity or ignorance. 

If the eating of the flesh and the drinking of the Uood of 
the Son of Man are to be understood in a Hterai, and not in 
a figurative sense, what is the consequence? Simply this, 
all the laity in the Church of Home are to be damned ! 
*' Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man,** says the Scrip- 
ture, "and drink his blood, ye have no Ufe in you" — you 
are spiritually dead. Dr. Cahill maintains that tbe eating 
and drinking are to be taken literally. Why, then, does he 
refuse to allow the laity to diink the cup? What is the 
reason for letting them all go to hell ? Is there no person 
to be saved but the Priest, the Friar, or the silly old man. 
tbe Pope ? On his own representation, Dr. Cahill is a cruel 
monster. He says ** observe again, a threat of damnation 
pronounced unless ye eat— eat what? Bread? No, but 
' the flesh of the Son of Man.' Except ye eat this you are 
lost ; except ye take it, damnation. Eat it, salvation. He 
says ' verily, verily.' Two oaths this ; as much as if he bad 
said, * I swear imes that except ye eat my flesh and dmk 
my blood there is no salvation for you.' " Now, Dr. Cahill, 
if it be true, as you say, that there is no salvation for any 
person who does not eat the flesh and drink the blood of the 
Son of Man, in the plain, literal sense of the term, what 
excuse on earth could you make for withholding the cup from 
the UUty ? Are they not, every cue, on your own showing, 
consigned to perdition ? and that, too, under circumstances 
which you could, without any difficulty, obviate. Surely you 
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are a prodigious monster in the human form. If jou had 
the slightest feeling of compassion for jour fellow man, you 
would go about night and day, handing the cup to OTery per- 
son in jour church jou could induce to take it It will not 
do to saj the blood is in the wafer, because as long as the 
wafer is swallowed whole there can be no separation of the 
blood. There can be no literal DitiNKi^G, and consequentlj 
no salvation. The drinking is mentioned as separatelj, as 
litendlj, and as distinctlj as what the eating is. You will 
not allow the laitj to drink the blood of Christ, alid conse- 
quentlj JOU refuse them salvation. I believe jou will not 
even allow them to masticate the wafer. How, then, could 
thej drink the blood even if it were in it? In place of 
either sucking, chewing, or drinking, thej must swallow the 
wafer whole, something after the fashion of a pelican swallow- 
ing a fish. 

A new view of this passage of Scripture has just this mo- 
ment occurred to mj mind. Jesus sajs, *' Except ve eat the 
flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, ye have no life 
in you" Now, if Dr. Cahill has a right to interpret the first 
part of this sentence literallj, I have an equal right to do the 
same with the last. There could be no reason assigned for 
making the one clause literal and the other figurative. Thej 
must both be the same — either literal or figurative. If the 
eating and drinking are literal, in this instance, it must be 
true that the man who fails to do both has UteraUy no life in 
him. That is to saj, he has no natural, literal life in him. 
He must be dead— dead literallj, not figurativelj— as dead 
as mutton. If the eating and drinking are literal, so is the 
death, and if the death is figurative, so must the eating and 
drinking. Thej must both be interpreted on the same prin- 
ciple. Nothing else would be consistent. According to Dr. 
Oahiirs view, the eating and drinking are literal, consequentlj 
every man who has failed to do both is abeolutelj and literallj 
dead. There is not a living individual in the whole Protes- 
tant world, because thej have not either eaten or drunk of 
the flesh or blood. Nor are anj of the Roman Catholic laitj 
alive either, because thej have not been permitted to drink 
of the blood. It is the ** whole world against a China orange " 
in favour of the priests, to whom the drinking is confined. 
This is a desolating view of the case, but it is a true one. 
Dr. Cahill has, with one fell swoop, sent nearlj all the inha- 
bitants of the earth to a premature grave. From this he 
cannot possibl J escape. Jesus sajs, " Except je eat the flesh 
of the Son of Man and drink his blood, te hate no life in 
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TOO." I am now faicly entitled to ask my leaders, do tbej 
consider Dr. Oabill^s explanation half so rational as the one 
entertained by Protestants, which teaches us that we eat and 
drink spiritually, not literally, and that the life spoken of is 
the spiritufd life, uxl not the life of the flesh ? 

Again, if the eating and drinking referred to by Christ 
were literal, it would oonflne life, whether temped or eternal » 
to those who were in existence at the time he was upon earth. 
Daring His earthly career it was within the bounds of possi- 
bility for* His ootemporaries to have eaten His flesh and 
drunk His blood. But the thing is now utterly impossible. 
No man can literally eat him at present, and, therefore, ac- 
cording to this view, no man could now be saved either tem- 
porally or eternally. 

I ask you. Dr. Gahill, if you thought you were really and 
literally eating the flesh and drinking the blood of Christ in 
the Mass, could you do it ? oould you swallow it ? would it 
not turn your stomach ? It would go hard with you to eat 
the raw flesh and drink the raw blood of a sheep, but it would 
sueely be far woree to eat the entire flesh and drink the entire 
blood of the humanity of Christ. Verily if your stomach 
can literally receive and retain the whole body and blood of 
Jesus, you are the most voracious cannibal I ever heard of. 
There never was a match for you in the Islands of Feejee ! 

'*! am the Uving breed," says Jesus at the 51st verse, 
'' which came down from heaven. If any man eat of this 
bread he shall live lor ever ; and the bread that I shall give 
is my flesh." Here it is said that this bread which he calls 
his flesh came down from heaven. If this means the literal 
flesh, it follows that Christ's body, in place of being bom of 
the Vixgiu, came down from heaven. How will this literal in> 
terpretation of your's, Dr. Cahill, do with the honour you pay 
to the Viigin Mary ? If the flesh literally came down from 
heaven, she is not his mother, and all the respect, or rather 
worship, you pay to her is in vain. Again, **If any man 
eat of this bread, he shaU Uve Jar ever.'' Now, if the eating 
be literal, the living for ever must be literal too. Whatefer 
the one is the other is. If you are right in the Utertd inter- 
pretation, I must have one of your wafers for myself. The 
man who swallows a wafer of this description is a fortunate 
fellow. He will live far longer than Methuselah ; he will 
never leave this world. He would be a flrst-rate life to put 
in a lease. No man oould reasonably ask to live longer than 
for ever. You would like, Dr. Cahill, to interpret the eatinff 
in a literal, and the living in a spiritual sense, but Uiis would 
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even if we were to allow you this license. Let us see. Every 
one who has literally eaten Christ, that is, swallowed your 
wafer, must spiritually live for ever — must be saved eternally. 
In this view, there could be no apostaoy from your church. 
No one could ever leave your church after swallowing a wafer. 
It hooks them as securely as if they were rivetted to it. Or 
else you must admit, contrary to the doctrine of your church, 
that those individuals who got a wafer and afterwards turned 
to Protestantism, are actually saved eternally. I do not think 
either of these views would keep 'you out of trouble. Turn 
where you will you are in a dilemma. 

Christ says at the 55th verse, " My flesh is meat indeed, 
and my blood is drink indeed." If this is to be interpreted 
literally and not figuratively, and if the wafer contains the en- 
tire body and blood of Cbrist, then it is plain that the wafer 
is both meat and drink, it would perfectly satisfy hunger and 
thirst, and support the body. There would be no need of or- 
dinary food so long as the wafers were to be had. The priests 
ought to have manufactured them very extensively during the 
year of the famine, to keep their proverbially impoverished 
followers from dying with hunger. ** He that eateth me,** says 
Christ, " even he shall live by me." If this is literal and 
(Jhrist is in the wafer, there is no need whatever for ordinary 
food. 

The greatest misfortune of all. Dr. Cahill, is that Christ says 
at the 63d verse, *' Tbe flesh profiteth nothing. The words 
that I speak unto you, they are spirit and they are life." This 
is a settler for you. Leaving the impossibility of a literal in- 
terpretation of the previous parts of the chapter out of the 
question, Jesus here shows us plainly that he meant it all in 
a spiritual sense. Pray, how does it come the latter part of 
this quotation escaped your observation ? It did not suit your 
purpose to see it. It is a shame for you to close your eyes 
against the truth I fear you have followed the example of 
Nelson at the battle of Copenhagen, and have put the telea< 
cope to the blind eye. 

I am, Mr. Editor, yours truly. 

Coleraine, July 7th, 1853. 
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TO TUB EDITOR. 



S[R — In the oourse of his observations on the sixth chapter 
of John, Dr. Cahill says to .his hearers, " when you go home 
take the Scriptures, and read the words, and I think joa will 
admit that they look very like CatKolie doctrine^ What sort 
of proof is this ? Is this the loose way in which the sacred 
oracles are to be interpreted ? Would any person but a Papist 
be satisfied with such a method of settling those momentous 
and vital questions which are contained in the sixth of John ? 
Is a man to hang the concerns of his immortal soul upon an 
interpretation which has nothing for its groundwork but mere 
resemblance ? It is wonderful, almost incredible, how easily 
people are satisfied in matters of religion — more especially if 
the opinions inculcated are in accordance with their precon- 
ceived ideas and early prejudices. To gull them in worldly 
affairs, would be found a very different and far more arduous 
undertaking. In these things, they are all wide awake. Sap- 
pose Dr. (kahili and I had each a flock of sheep, and that filly 
of mine had either strayed or been stolen. When I set out 
on the search for the lost sheep, I discover Dr. Gahiirs fold. 
I immediately look through and pick out fifty which I claim 
as my own. Dr. Cahill objects, and says I am mistaken, they 
are not mine but his. I at once reply, they mu$t be mine. 
Jot they look very Wee my sheep. Would any ai^ument of this 
description satisfy th^ Doctor, or would a jury hand them over 
to me on such conditions ? No. I would be obliged to swear 
most positively that they were mine, and that, in consequence 
of certain marks and tokens, I had no doubt of their iden- 
tity. I am sure Dr. Cahill would not consider likeness a suffi- 
cient proof of the identity of sheep ; but he thinks it an argu- 
ment of great importance in a matter which, on his own 
showing, is essential to salvation. This is consistency for yoo. 

You direct your hearers. Dr. Cahill, when they go home to 
read the words of Scripture. How can you reconcile this ad- 
vice, with the denunciations of your church against the use of 
private judgment ? For what purpose are they to read them, 
if they are not allowed to think for themselves ? You are very 
childish in this instance in exposing your InconsistGncies ; or 
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else the boasted unity of your church is shown to be a vision 
by the fact that one party can tell the laity to read the Bible, 
and another can denounce their conduct for so doing. Apart 
from this, however, I ask, how are the laity to know that they 
are reading the words of Scripture, or that there is such a 
book in existence as the Bible ? They have already refused 
to believe their eyes and their ears about the wafer, and you 
surely could not ask them to credit the same witnesses about 
the words of Scripture, whether they may read them or hear 
of them. If these witnesses have peijuied themselves in the 
one case, they are not to be trusted in the other. They are 
such tricky boys that they require to be well watched. They 
will make a desperate effort to deceive the people. It is in- 
consistent, Dr Oahill, with your principles, if you have any, 
to use your eyes at all. 

It is not possible. Dr. Cahill, you could be serious in ad- 
vising your hearers when they go home to read the Scriptures. 
You know right well it is all a mockery. How are they to 
read the Scriptures when they are not permitted the use even 
of the Douay version of them in their houses ? Can they 
read a book which is not in their possession ? It is as great a 
mockery to tell Roman Catholics to read their Bibles when 
they go home as it would be to advise a starving man to eat 
and make himself comfortable at a time when there was no 
food within his reach. We all know you like to keep your 
followers in the most degraded ignorance, but if, under par- 
ticular circumstances, reading of some Idnd is unavoidable, 
you would allow them to read anything rather than the Bible. 
Of all books in the world, it is the one you dread the most, be- 
cause you know the reading of it would soon open the eyes of 
the people to the abominations of your church. Is it not 
stated in the Bull Unigenitus that it is '^^ fake, scandalous, 
impiom, hlaspJiemous" to say that the reading of the Scrip- 
tures is for all men ? And yet you take on you to tell your 
hearers when they go homo to read the words of Scripture. 
How are the people to decide between two such authorities ? 
Which of these two infaUMe authorities are they to follow, 
seeing that the one is diametrically opposed to the other? — 
More especially, how can such a difference be reconciled with 
the infaUibilUy and the boasted wiity of your church ? 

Dr. Cahiirs great anxiety in urging his hearers to read the 
words of Scripture when they would go home brings to my re- 
collection the conduct of the priest who regularly oJQBciates in 
the chapel in which he was then preachmg. During the 
memorable year of the Irish famine— memorable to the loyal. 
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peaoeftblOf industrious, and exemplaTy Pjroteetants of Ulster, 
who, after having, by the most untiring effi>rts, and by the 
outlay of large sums of money, done more than their part in 
assisting to support the poor of all denominations in their 
own province,* were taxed by an unprincipled pariiament, in 
the way of a rate-in-aid, for the maintenance of the Papists in 
the south and west of Ireland, who were dying of starvation 
because they had spent the time which should have been oc- 
cupied in the acts of peaceful industry, in promoting political 
agitation, religious intolerance, disloyalty, bloodshed, and mur- 
der — in that memorable year, 1 say, Priest Flanagan attended 
the soup committees and appeared as modest, as gentle, and 
as amiable as a lady. All of a sudden, however, a priwUe let- 
ter of his to a friend in England, by some accident or other, 
came to light, and was published in the Tablet, k few extracts 
from this letter will show that Dr. CahilPs and Priest Flana- 
gan's views about the reading of the Bible will not tally. He 
says there is " an infinite staff of elders, BUtlereaders and 
BibUcdlrladies, &c., who are in perpetual motion, positively 
tripping each other in their eatanic zeal to catch souls. * * 
Notwithstanding all the appliances earth and hell could brii^ 
to bear on them, I have not lost one. « 4c h^ How 
I tremble '* * * when I see these emissaries 
creeping into their cabins at all hours, carrying free soap- 
tickets, blankets, and body-clothes, and offering BiJblet and 
tracts :{t 4: * /^ll heU seems let loose in the 

varied forms of tickets, and tracts, and blankets, and Bibles. 
May the strong God confound his enemies." It would not 
be easy to reconcile Dr. Cahiirs directions about the reading 
of the Scriptures at home with the contents of this letter of 
the modest Priest Flanagan. The first pretended that he 
wished them to read the words of Scripture, the last spoke 
the truth of his mind freely and frankly. They have all a 
heart-hatred for the Bible. It is no excuse to say they only 
object to the Protestant version, because in practice it is found 
that they do not circulate any version whatever amongst their 
people. 

Dr. Cahill assumed, but never attempted to prove, that the 

* It ii onr boonden duty to contribute according to oar means towards tbe 
maintenance of those who are |>revenled from earning their sapport by reason of 
nataral inability, old age, or any bodily or mental-'as it is improperly called — 
disease, which has overtalcen them in the course of Ood's Providence ; bat it by- 
no means follows firom this that we ought to hold out a dirtct hr^ oi^ imdmea- 
mm/ to crime, by paying for the support of those who spend their time in sdleneaa, 
«iebaucho-y drunkenncsB, and all sorts of vice. " This we commanded you," saya 
the aposUe Paul, " that if any woald not work, neither should he eatT 
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Bixth chapter of John leferB to the Eucharist Assumption 
here is very easy — proof is impossible. As he has not ad- 
duced the slightest particle of evidence, but has merely taken 
the thing for granted, I will content myself by simply enter- 
ing my decided protest, and proceed without further delay to 
his second scriptural aiigument, taken from the *;26th, 27th, 
and 28th verses of the 26th chapter of Matthew. *' Observe 
here," savs he, " Our Ijord says * this is' — what ? Bread ? 
No. But ' my body/ • This is*--what ? Wine ? No. But 
' my blood.* The blood of a spirit ! the blood of bread ! the 
blood of wine ! the blood of a figure ! the blood of a memo* 
rial ! Is this his meaning ? This is downright nonsense. 
The words of Scripture you see clearly annihilate their doc- 
trine." You are quite correct, Dr. Cahill, in saying that this 
is " downright nonsense,** but you should have stated at the 
same time that the nonsense is all your own. Your followers 
have obtained a patent from head quarters for believing non- 
sense ; but Protestants yield to reason alone. I am sorry to 
find that your brain must be miserably developed either in 
the moral or intellectual region. You are either bordering on 
simplicity or your oi^an of conscientiousness is below par. — 
If you have any sense, you must know that Protestants do not 
betieve there is blood in bread, in wioe, in a spirit, or in a 
figure ; and, what is more to the purpose, that this opinion 
c&M not by any possibility whatever result from their inter- 
pretation of the passages of Scripture in question. You get 
over the matter as lighdy and as quickly as possible, and you 
do not even attempt to show that such a result is fairly de- 
duoible from our doctrines. You have again fallen into the 
palpable error which I referred to in my last letter of jumb- 
ling together the literal and the figurative where they are as 
distinct as they could possibly be made. It is a wonder you 
are not ashamed of yourself on account of the frequent repeti- 
tion of this blunder which appears in your sermon. It would 
disgrace a child of five years of age. I confess it requires all 
the charity I can muster to believe that you did not intend by 
these means to blindfold and deceive your audience. 

The words of Scripture relating to the Lord's Supper, are 
80 plain that no person but a drivelling idiot could miBunde^ 
stand them. *' Jesus took bread, and blessed it,*' (the bread) 
'* and brake it," (the bread) ** and gave it" (the bread) ** to the 
disciples, and said, take, eat,** (eat it, the bread.) " This" 
(bread) " is my body." Here it is as evident as words can 
make it, that it c(Hitinues to be bread after it is blessed, after 
it is bn^en, after it was given to the disciples, and after, tbej 



36 

trare desired to eat Nay, more, it still continues to be bread 
at tbe very time he says it is his body. This what is my 
body ? This bread is my body. This Uteral bread represents 
in figure the body of Christ. We literally eat literal bread, 
and trough it, in a figurative sense, we spiritually feed npon 
Christ. Can anything be plainer than this ? Would any 
person but a fool imagine that Christ told them to eat him- 
self, or that it was possible for him to hold his own body in 
his hand ? The experience of every day furnishes us with 
abundant illustrations of perfectly similar phraseology, and I 
never knew of any man mistaking their meaning. They never 
think of taking them in any other than a figurative sense. I 
walked into an auction mart, cue evening, in Coleraine. The 
auctioneer was a papist. He was preparing to sell a figure of 
the Duke of Wellington sitting in a chair. *- This, gentlemen,** 
said he, " is the Duke of Wellington in the chair in which he 
died ; please set it up for me." Did this Roman Catholic auc- 
tioneer, or did any of his hearers misunderstand the phrase ? 
Did he imagine it was the real body of the Duke of Wellington, 
and the real chair in which he died he held in his hand, or did 
any of his hearers fall into this mistake ? I rather think not. 
And yet he said as plain as words could make it, this is the 
Duke of WeUinffton, If we instantly understand the words of 
the auctioneer in a figurative, and could not be made believe 
them in any other, sense, why will we be so perverse as to 
misunderstand the very same form of expression, when we 
find it in the words of Christ ? The auctioneer took the piece 
of China in his hand and said, " this is the Duke of Welling- 
ton ;*' Christ took a piece of bread in his hand and said, '* thui 
is my body." Are the phrases not perfectly similar, and are 
they not equally intelligible ? Would auy child in Coleraine 
misunderstand them ? When lecturing on phrenology in Cole- 
raine and in Dublin, I often put my hand upon a cast of the 
head of Kammohun Roy saying, Ms is the head of Reanmo- 
hun Roy, and you see it is very deficient in the organ of 
veneration ; but I never found any person, either Papist or 
Protestant, misunderstanding my words. They never once 
imagined, when I said this is the head of Rammohun Boy, 
that I had his real head upon the table. I am sure such a 
notion never occurred to them. In place of taking my words 
UteraUy, they understood them in a figurative sense. Why, 
then, are we to act this way in regard to our own words, and 
at the same time refuse to do the same justice to the words of 
our Saviour ? When He uses a form of expression which has 
a perfectly rational and obvious meaning, why ate we to undec^ 
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stand them in a sense which would overturn the Bible, and 
prostrate the intellect, and contradict all the senses which 
God has bestowed on the human race ? 

** Christ says to the Jews, * Destroy this temple,' meaning 
his body. Did his body," says my father, " by these words 
become really a temple ? Why, then, shall the words, * this 
is my body,' make bread flesh ? * I am the true vine.' Was 
Christ literally a vine ? * I am the door.' Was he literally 
a door ? The Church is called his body ; is it literally so ? 
The Church is said to be one bread and one body ; is it liter- 
ally one loaf; is it literally a body? Christians are said to 
be born again ; are they so literally ? Could a child under- 
stand these in any other sense than that one thing was a 
representation of another ? There would be no end to illus- 
trations of so common and obvious a figure. Nothing but 
the blindness of the most perverse prejudice could require 
illustration of a form of speech known and used by all men. 
Stygian darkness alone can cover it from the sight of any 
who can muster courage to shake off authority and think as 
a man. Christ says, ' I am the bread of life.' Did Christ's 
body at that time become bread? Why, then, should the 
bread that he called his body become flesh ? If his body 
was in one sense bread, while it really continued flesh, why 
might not bread be his body in a like sense while it continued 
really bread ? The very same criticism that makes the bread 
become his flesh will make his body become literally bread. 
How would the world laugh if some frantic enthusiast would 
start up and say, ' I maintain from the words, I am the bread 
of life, that Jesus Christ at that moment became a loaf — 
that the whole substance of his flesh, blood, and bones, was 
transubstantiated into the substance of bakers' bread, and 
that there remained in him not a particle of flesh, blood, or 
bone— that though he continued to have all the accidents 
and attributes of a man, yet these attributes existed without 
a subject ; and with thought and animal life, there was no 
principle of thinking nor living being— though he appeared 
to continue a living, rational, animal being, in reality he was 
a lump of bread, possessing neither life, nor soul, nor humaR 
body?' Is this extravagant? Is this the raving of madness ? 
Is this the sublimity of nonsense ? It is twin-sister to Tran- 
substantiation." 

Yours truly. 

Coleraine, July 12th, 1853. 
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TO THE EDITOB. 



Sib — I concluded my last letter with a criticisiii on the 
26th verae of the 26th chapter of Matthew's Goepel ; and I 
have now to consider the 27th and 28th Terses, which were 
also quoted hy Dr. Gahill. ** And he took the cup, and gave 
thanks, and gave it'* (the cup) "to them, saying, dnnk ye 
all of it" (the cup.) " For this" (cup) " is my Wood of the 
New Testament, which is shed for many for the remission 
of sins." No words could make this plainer than it is. It 
is quite evident that the wine, contained in the cup, was un- 
changed from first to last. Literally it was wine, but figura- 
tively it was blood. The wine was an exceedingly appropriate 
emblem, or figure, of the blood of Christ. When we literally 
drink this wine, we can, by faith, spiritually drink the blood 
of Christ. The one emblematically, or figuratively, repre> 
sents the other. Nothing can be more easily understood than 
this. Dr. Cabill may rave as he likes a|x>ut *' the blood of a 
spirit, the blood of wine, and the blood of a figure ;" but he 
cannot even attempt, and has not attempted, to demonstrate 
that our language is chargeable with such nonsense. To say 
the blood of a spirit, the blood of wine, and the blood of a 
figure, is a widely difierent thing from saying that the wine 
is a figurative representation of the blood of Christ, and that 
our drinking literally of the wine is an emblem, or figure, of 
our drinking spiritually of the blood of our Saviour. The 
first is perfect balderdash, the second is consistent with sim- 
ple, plain, common sense. 

It would have been very satisfactory if Dr. Cahill had given 
us his reason for ending his quotation here with the 28th 
verse. Did the 29th verse escape his observation ; or was he 
dishonest enough to pass it by because it could not be recon- 
ciled with his views. If he were half a man he would face 
it fairly. " But I say unto you,*' says Jesus, at the 29th 
verse, " I will not drink henceforth of this fruit of the vins, 
until that day when I drink it new with you in my Father's 
kingdom." What can Dr. Cahill say to this ? Does this not 
plainly prove that it was as much wine after the blessing as 
before it ? Without any further argument this is suC&cient 
to settle the whole question. Observe, He does not say the 
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fruit of the vine, but this fruit of the vine. This fruit of the 
viae, then, is the identical thing which he had previously 
called blood. He took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it 
to them, saying, drink ye all of it, for this is my blood of the 
New Testament ; but I say unto you, I will not drink hence- 
forth of this fruit of the vine, &c. Surely this is so plain as 
to render any further comment unnecessary. Still I will turn 
up another view of the passage, which, so far as I am aware, 
has not occurred to Dr. Cahill or any other person. If the 
Boman Catholics are correct in adopting the literal, and ex- 
cluding the figurative, interpretation of this portion of Scrip- 
ture, diere would be a double transmutation. The cup is 
first converted into blood, and that blood is immediately after 
converted into the fruit of the vine. This result is unavoida- 
ble. In the 28th verse he calls the cup his blood, and in the 
20th verse he says it is the fruit of the vine. If Dr. Cahill 
is to take the one part literally, I have an equal right to do 
the same with the other. If, then, the cup is really Christ's 
blood, Christ 8 blood is really the fruit of the vine. How 
does the matter stand now ? Why, simply thus : if the figu- 
rative ioterpretation is to be excluded, and the literal adopted, 
they are neither drinking wine nor blood, but a bundle of 
grapes — the fruit of the vine. Where will the inconsistencies 
of Kome end ? It will not relieve them in the slightest de- 
gree to say that the disciples were desired to drink it before 
it was called the fruit of tne vine, because they were desired 
to drink it before it was called blood. If this objection could 
possibly hold in the one case, it would equally hold in the 
other. I am very much mistaken if I have not placed them 
in a position from which they cannot escape. 

Dr. Cahills third and last Scriptural argument is founded 
on the 23d, 24th. 25th, 26th, and 27th verses of the 11th 
chapter ot 1st Corinthians. "The Lord Jesus," says he, 
*'took bread, and said, 'this is*— bread? No. But 'My 
body.' The body of bread ! The body of wine ! Nonsense.' 
Dr. Cahill must have been raving when he made this state- 
ment. He is here fighting against a shadow. No person 
imagines that Jesus said, " This is bread ;'* but he said very 
plainly this bread is my body. He did not call the bread 
bread, but he called the bread his body. This, surely, is very 
difierent from saying " the body of bread, the body of wine.*' 
Is it not very plain now, that the " nonsense" is all in Dr. 
Cahill's own brain? We read "that the Lord Jesus, the 
same night in which he was betrayed, took bread, and when 
he had gioen thanks, he brake it" (the bread) " and said, take 
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eat; this** (bread) "is my body, wbicb is broken for yoa." 
Now, let us look at this for a little. Jesus took bread, and 
after, not before, be had given thanks, he brake it What 
did he break ? Was it his own body he broke ? No, but the 
bread. What does he mean when he says, " this is my 
body?" What is it he calls his body? Evidently the bread 
which he held in his hand. This bread is my body, not this 
body is my body. If the blessing has anything to do with 
the Transubstantiation the change has already taken place, 
and, instead of saying this bread is my body, Christ should 
have said this body of mine is my body. Surely this would 
throw great light on the subject ! 

There can be no difficulty in understanding what Christ 
means when he says this bread is my body. This real bread 
which I now hold in my hand is an emblem or figure of my 
body which is broken for you. This is very easily compre- 
hended. Such figurative form of expression is in daily use. 
and it presents no obstacle to the understanding of a child. 
If Dr. Cahill went to the Post-office and asked for a Queen's 
head, would the Postmaster think it necessary to behead a 
Queen before Dr. Cahill's want could be supplied ? I rather 
think not. He would understand the matter in a figurative 
sense, and act upon it by handing out a representation or 
figure of a Queen's head. I might adduce illustrations with- 
out end, but one other will suffice. I was one day looking 
over ft collection of busts, and a gentleman, pointing to one of 
them, asked, "Who is that?" That, said I, is Sir Walter 
Scott. Did this gentleman misunderstand me so far as to 
mistake the bust for the real head of Sir Walter Scott ? Cer- 
tainly not. Why, then, will we intentionally misrepresent 
Christ when he says this bread is my body ? The one ex- 
pression is surely as plain and as easily understood as the 
other. I called the bust Sir Walter Scott, Christ called the 
bread his body. In these instances the form of expression is 
perfectly similar. The real bust is, in a figurative sense. Sir 
Walter Scott ; the real bread is, in a figurative sense, the body 
of Christ. But as Sir Walter Scott is not really in the bust, 
so the body of Christ is not really in the bread. All this is bo 
obvious that a fool even would hardly question it. To dwell 
on it any longer would be to insult stupidity itself. 

" St. Paul tells us," says Dr. Cahill, " that • whosoever 
should eat unworthily should be guilty of the body and blood 
of the Lord.' Guilty of the body and blood of a spirit! — 
Guilty of the body and blood of bread ! Guilty of the body 
and blood of a memorial f Nonsense ; the greatest nonsense. 
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If jou can apply one word of this to a memorial I ^ill give up 
the question. ' Not discerning the Lord's hodj/ Not dis- 
cerning the body of a spirit ! Not discerning the body of 
bread ! Not discerning the body of wine ! Not discerning 
the body of a memorial ! All this is absurd." Ha, ha, ha. 
You make me laugh, Dr. Cahill. It is the richest thing im- 
aginable to hear you talk of an absurdity. Gould anything 
be absurd in the eyes of a man who professes to believe Tran- 
substantiation, which is the greatest absurdity that ever was 
invented since *' Adam was a little boy ?'* 

All the charity we could extend towards Dr. Cahill would 
not enable us to believe that he was influenced by a straight- 
forward feeling in making the above statements. He must 
know as well as he is living that they are a complete misrepre- 
sentation. When he finds it impossible to support his opin- 
ions by an appeal to the Bible, he misrepresents the Scrip- 
tures, and chafes his opponents with opinions which he is 
well aware they do not hold, and whicn could not possibly 
flow from their doctrines. His conduct, to say the least of it, 
is unbecoming and unmanly. A candid antagonist is always 
to be respected ; a disingenuous opponent is particularly des- 
picable. In this instance, Dr. Cahill could get credit for sin- 
cerity only at the expense of his intellect. 

I will examine the passages of Scripture in the order in 
which they stand. They are so plain that they hardly require 
any comment Let it be particularly observed, however, that 
all I am now going to quote was stated aftsr thanks had been 
given, and after it was said *' This is my body" Of course, if 
there was any Transubstantiation it was now over. Jesus took 
the cup, saying, " This cop," (why did he not say, this blood ?) 
*' is the New Testament" (is it literally the New Testament?) 
*' in my blood — this do ye, as oft as ve drink it, in remem- 
brance of me. For as often as ye eat this bread'* (if it is tran- 
substazrtiated, why did he not say, this body ?) " and drink 
this eup" (not this blood) " ye do show the Lord's death till 
he come." How do they show the Lord's death till he come ? 
Do they literally kill him and eat his flesh and drink his 
blood ? If it is to be interpreted literally, and not spiritually, 
the Roman Catholics become the murderers of our Saviour ! 
The showing of the death must be either literal or figurative 
and spiritual. If we adopt the Popish, or literal, interpreta- 
tion, then it is certain that Christ is put to death in die eu- 
charist as plainly and as truly as he was put to death on the 
cross. On their own principles of interpretation, Priests are 
chargeable with the actual crucifixion of Jesus. This is a 
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very gloomy view of the matter when compared with the 
glorious truth which is held forth in the celebration of the 
Lord*s supper. The literal eating of the broken bread, and 
the literal drinking of the poured out wine, represent, in a 
figurative sense, the breaking of the body and the shedding 
of the blood of the Saviour of sinners. They are lively em- 
blems of his broken body and shed blood ; and they are well 
calculated to show forth, in a figurative sense, the Lord's 
death till he come, as well as to keep alive in our remem- 
brance that most solemn and important event '* This do,'* 
says Jesus, ** in remembrance of me.*' Let us proceed. — 
" Wherefore, whosoever shall eat this bread" (not this body,) 
•* and drink this cup'' (not this blood) ** of the Lord unwor- 
thily, shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord." As 
it is now utterly impossible for us actually and literally to put 
Jesus to death, this last clause must be interpreted in a spiri- 
tual sense. If we eat and drink unworthily, we are spiritually 
guilty ; not guilty with our hands, but guilty in a spiritual 
sense, of the body and blood of Jesus, we find an analo- 
gous form of expression at the 6th verse of the 6th chapter 
of Hebrews, where it is said in reference to certain parties, 
** they crucify to themselves the Son of God afresh, and put 
him to an open shame." They do not actually put Jesus on 
the cross, but they crucify him in a spiritual sense — in the 
same sense in which those who eat and drink unworthily are 
guilty of the body and blood of the Lord. To say that a per- 
son is spirituaUy guilty of the body and blood of the Lord, is 
a totally different thing from saying that he is " guilty of the 
body and blood of a spirit, guilty of the body and blood of a 
memorial." They have not the most remote resemblance to 
each other. The one is quite possible, the other is impossible. 
The one is consistent with sense and reason', the other is com- 
plete nonsense. '* But let a man examine himself, and so let 
him eat of that bread" (not that body,) '' and drink of that 
cup ;" (not that blood) " for he that eateth and drinketb un- 
worthily, eateth and drinketh damnation " (can damnation be 
literally eaten and drunk ?) " to himself, not discerning the 
Lord s body." In connection with this, Dr. Cahill says, " not 
discerning the body of a spirit ! not discerning the body of 
bread ! not discerning the body of wine ! not discerning the 
body of a memorial !" What does he mean by this fkrrago ? 
He will require to go to school another quarter before he will 
be able to show that this half acre of nonsense has anything 
to do with settling the meaning of the expression " not dis- 
cerning the Lord's body." 
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It is eTidenfTrom the wording of the passi^ that the penon 
who eateth and drinketh without diflceming the Lord's body 
is eating and drinking unworthily — ^is eating and drinking 
damnation to himself. It is therefore very important that we 
should ascertain the correct meaning of the phrase. The 
chief point is, are we to adopt the Popish, or literal, interpre- 
tation, or the Protestant, or spiritual exposition ? We must 
take either the one course or the other. If we adopt Dr. 
Cahill*s principles and make the diseemmmt literal, we must 
of course be able to see Christ's body in the eucharist with 
our bodily eyes. Now I ask can Dr. Oahill do this himself? 
Does he even pretend that he can see the flesh in the wafer? 
If he can make the body of Jesus visible to our eyes in the 
wafer I will give up the contest. It is surely quite plain that 
Dr. Gahiirs literal interpretation will not do here. The dis- 
cernment of Christ's body, in this instance, must be spiritual 
both to Roman Catholics and to Protestants. Neither of them 
can literally see the body of Christ in the Eucharist. We are 
therefore driven, by necessity, to the Protestant, or spiritual 
interpretation. If we are reasoning with a blind man, and he 
anySy *' I see, I see," how will we understand him ? Do we take 
this as an evidence that he has come to his bodily eye sight ? 
No. ' We at once conclude that he has seen it in lus mind. 
So is it with the seeing or discerning of Christ's body in the 
Eucharist. We cannot see it with our corporeal eye ; but it is 
quite capable of being discerned, through faith, by our mind. 
If then the body of Jesus can be spiriluaUy seen, have we not 
a right to conclude that it is possible for it to be eprntuaWj 
eaten ? Dr. Cahill's manner of treating this passage of Scrip* 
ture, reminds me forcibly of the habits of the cuttle-fish. — 
When this extraordinary animal is hard pressed it dischai^es 
a quantity of inky coloured fluid which hides it from its pur- 
suers. In like manner, when Dr. Cahill comes to a passage 
of Scripture which he knows he cannot face, as it runs di- 
rectly against him, in place of attempting to give batUe, he 
tries to hide and cover his retreat by a half acre of nonsensical 
expressions. 

Before concluding this part of the subject, I must make 
an observation which Dr. Cahill perhaps is not prepared for. 
He is so fond of the literal interpretation, that I must treat 
him with an example. When it is said " whosoever shall 
eat this bread, and drink this cup of the Lord, &c.," and 
again " so let him eat of that bread and drink of that cup," 
what are we to understand by the word cup ? Is the inter- 
pretation now to be hteral or figurative ? What do you say, 
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Dr. Cahill ? You must either deny your oii/ti principles, or 
you must swallow the pewter cup. You would not like to ac- 
knowledge your errors by doing the one, and the other will be 
a hard enough niouthful for you. You would require an ei- 
perienced 8urgeon at your hand when you attempt the expe- 
riment, as it will certainly require more skill than is common 
to get it down your throat. After a few experiments, you will 
probably come round to my side and understand the word 
cup as a figurative representation of the wine which the cup 
usually contains. 

I have now gone through all Dr. GahilFs Scriptural argu- 
ments in support of Transubstantiation. My object has not 
been so much to show the exact meaning of the passages of 
Scripture in question, as to demonstrate that they could not, 
under any circumstances, give the slightest support to his doc- 
trine. In defending the Sacred Oracles, I hope I have so far 
fulfilled my duty as to prove inoontestably, that, in place of 
supporting such a monstrous and unheard of absurdity, they 
give the fullest, the fairest, and the most complete testimony 
on the other side. I trust I have shown that the Scriptures 
give no countenance whatever to a doctrine which no amount 
of evidence could establish ; and that I have so far supported 
their claim to our entire confidence as the words of the very 
living God. 

You will hear from me next week, Mr. Editor, in regard 
to Dr. Gahill's extraordinary answers to objections. 

Yours truly, 

Coleraine, S5th July, 1853. 
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TO THE EDITOB. 



Sir — After having finished his Scriptural arguments, Dr. 
Gahill proceeds to the consideration of those objections which 
have been raised against the doctrine of Trnusubstantiation. 
'* It is said." he observes, " does not Christ call himself a door, 
a vine, a shepherd, and was he any of these really ? I an- 
^ swer he does call himself a vine, a door, and a shepherd, but 
* the cqpe is not parallel. When he does thus speak, I admit it 
was in metaphor, and the Jews so understood him, and there 
was no dispute^ but when he speaks literally he was disbelieved, 
and they said, ' how can this man give us his flesh to eat,' and 
they went away." You admit. Dr. Cahill, it was in meta- 
phor. Then, I suppose the matter is settled. 1 our admission 
amounts to a thorough demonstration of the fact ! How in- 
nocent you are ! Do you really imagine you are going to get 
off in this simple way ? I would thank you if you would tal&e 
the trouble of assigning the reasons which have induced you 
to admit the metaphorical interpretation here ? I rather 
think they would enable me to settle the meaning of the words 
" this is my body." Why will you be so inconsistent as to 
take the one in a metaphorical sense and refuse to do the 
same with the other ? Christ says, " I am the door," and he 
also says, " this is my body." Is the one not as literal as the 
other ? Does he not as plainly assert that he is the door, 
as that the bread is his body ? Where can you make a diB- 
tinction ? On what principle of interpretation do you found 
the difference ? You cannot be permitted to interpret Scrip- 
ture according to mere fancy. If you have no definite princi- 
ples to guide you, you are unfit for the task you have under- 
taken — you are floundering in the mud. Will you therefore 
be good enough to give us even one ailment founded upon 
necessary truth, upon the recognised principles of the laws of 
language, or upon common sense, which would justify you in 
adopting a literal exposition in the one place and rejecting it 
in the other ? Every argument you can adduce for proving 
that the bread is really Christ's body, will answer my purpose 
to the fullest extent in proving that he was really a door, and 
a shepherd. It is just as plainly and explicitly stated that be 
is a door, a vine, and a shepherd, as that the bread is. his 



46 

body. Whatever would meke the one literal, would make the 
other equally so, and the leverso. They must either be both 
literal or both figurative. We are consistent because we in- 
terpret them both on the same principle, but you are incon- 
sistent because you make one figurative and the other literal, 
without being able to assign any valid reason whatever for so 
^oing. It was certainly a great mistake in your Church to in- 
vent the Transubstantiation of the bread, without, at the same 
time, inventing the Transubstantiation of the body into & 
door, a vine, &c. This, at least, would have made you con- 
sistent with yourselves, although opposed to common sense. 
When Christ says, '* this bread is my body," I maintain it 
must be so in a figurative, and not in a literal, sense, simply 
because it c&uld tiot be otherwise without overturning necessaiy 
truth, reason, and common sense. All my senses testi^ that, 
in place of being real fiesh and blood, it is still bread ; and it 
is a self-evident fact that it could not be Christ's real body 
and a piece of bread at the same time. When you dispute 
my premises, I adduce a parallel case where Jesus calls him- 
self a door, and I ask you, would you consider it safe to de- 
posit your money in a bank that had no other door to protect 
it but one of this description ? You would at once shrug up 
your shoulders and say, no. You would now find a variety of 
arguments for a figurative interpretation respecting the door, 
but the misfortune for you is, that every one of them could be 
turned, with the greatest facility, against your favourite d<^ma 
of Transubstantiation. Y'^ou were lately very vociferous in 
ridiculing your opponents, and in blindfolding your audience 
by the use of a collection of the most nonsensical expressions, 
but it does not seem to have occurred to you that these are 
equally applicable to yourself, when you make the door figura- 
tive and not literal. I admit that, under any circumstances, 
they are nonsensical ; but as you seem to have prized them 
very highly, I will give them back to you in their own form. 
You are perfectly welcome to your own. When Jesus states 
that he is the door, and that all who com^ into the sheepfold 
must come in by that very door, you say he is speaking meta- 
phorically or figuratively ; but, for the purpose of exposing 
your inoonsistoncies, I reply, in your own identical form of ex- 
pression, that he is speaking of coming into the fold by a 
reality, not a metaphor ; coming in by a reaUty, not a spirit : 
coming in by a reality, not a figure. The door of a figure ! 
The door of a spirit ! The door of a metaphor ! Nonsense ; 
the greatest nonsense. What do you think of yourself now. 
Dr. Cahill ? Where do these jaw breaking expressions, which 
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were intended to overwhelm us, place jou ? If you had been 
possessed of the slightest perspicacity, you would have seen 
that you were cutting a rod to beat yourself, when you thus 
attempted to turn the figurative interpretation adopted by 
your opponents into ridicule. I am surprised you are not 
ashamed of such shallowness and stupidity. Go ! hide your 
diminished head from the public gaze. You are pitiable for 
your intellectual insignificance. 

You tell us, however, the passages in question are not par- 
allel. In what respect are they not parallel ? Do you allege 
any want of parallelism in so far as the words or expressions 
used are concerned ? No. If you did this successfully you 
would come off victorious ; but to do so is not in your power. 
Where then does the want of resemblance lie ? Why, simply, 
according to your own showing, in the manner in which the 
words were understood. You say the Jews understood him in 
the one case, to speak in metaphor, ** and there was no dispute, 
but when," in the other case, ** he speaks literally, he was 
disbelieved^ and they said, * how can this man give us his flesh 
to eat,* and they went away." This position is so novel, so 
insidious, and so deceptive, that I cannot pass it over in a 
hurry. I made a determination at the outset, from which I 
will not now depart, of answering, without fear, favour, or 
affection, every ailment adduced by you in favour of Tran- 
substantiation, in the order in which they have been reported 
to me. You here lay down a principle, Dr. Cahill, which 
would envelope the Word of God and the writings of men in 
the greatest possible uncertainty. According to your plan, 
the meaning is not to depend upon the proper acceptation of 
the words used, and upon the laws of language, but upon the 
whims and caprices of those who read them. The meaning 
of a sentence would thus vary vrith every variation which 
would occur in the exercise of thought over the whole human 
family. No rational being could rest satisfied with such a 
ridiculous principle. There must be some rule to guide us in 
ascertaining the meaning of a writer. If there are no definite 
principles, there is no room for discussion, because a definite 
meaning could never be arrived at. Accuracy in writing is of 
no use if the language is not to bear a determinate construc- 
tion. To alter the meaning of a sentence according as it 
may suit the interests of particular individuals is perfiectly 
absurd. What would you say if a lawyer were to adopt your 
principle in the construction he would put on an act of par- 
liament ? Would any judge stultify himself by sitting to hear 
a prisoner defended on your plan ? Here is a case, Sir, in 



which it is ascertaioed that the prisoner hss committed it crime 
vhicb brings him, as plainly as words can make it, withia tht^ 
meaning of a particular act of parliament Let us now aee 
what effect will be produced b; the line of defence adopted 
by jour counsel. He admits tbe prisoner has committed dm 
deed alleged, but be denies he b amenable to the law oa that 
account, because the act of parliament was not undentood in 
that sense. The question does not turn upon the ordinafy 
and proper meaning of the worda of the act, but npoo the 
mesninii; which the priaoner attributed to them. If he un- 
derstood them in hia own sense he is not guilty. It is po^ 
sible the prosecutor might be right if sll the world agreed 
with his interprctjition ; hut, in this instance, the prisoner 
cannot be condemned, because he hss raised a dupuU about 
the conatructioD of the act of parliament, end it has been 
settled by Dr. Cahill that the moment a dispute arises the 
words are to be understood in a different sense entirely. — 
The question is not. what is the ordinary and proper mefto- 
ing of the words in the connexion in which they stand ; but 
in wbat sense have they been understood by the prisoner, and 
has any dupute arisen concerning their meaning. These 
last points alone are of importance, and on account of them, 
says the lawyer, I pronounce the prisoner not guilty. " Mr. 
Sheriif," says the judge, " take this Barrister under your 
charge, and bsTo bim safely conveyed (o a lunatic asylum." 

Your argument. Dr. Cahill, about the want of parallelism 
is not founded on the regular and proper import of the words 
used by our Saviour, but on the consequences which followed, 
at the time, fi'om the use of these words :— In the one case, 
you interpret the language of Jesos in a figurative senso, be- 
cause you say it was so understood by his bearers ; and, in 
the other case, you stick, through fire and water, to the literal 
exposition, because a dupuU arose and Jesus was duMUvei. 
You take the dispute and the disbehef as an evidence that he 
was speaking literally, and you consider the absence of them 
as a proof that be was speaking figuratively. Would this 
view of the matter recommend itself to any rational creature? 

1 j:__ ._ -L-^ pijijj the intentions of the speaker or nrilei 

l^d of by the ordinary and proper meaning 
employed, but by the meaning which the 
B may attach to it. The language may have 
to-day and another to-morrow, just as it may 
and ignorance of the people. Such is your 
hicb we have heard so much ! The only 
1 be made for it is that your case is a dea- 
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Serate ooe. Yoa are so veiy hard np that you must make a 
asperate effort, and resort to every expedient to keep the life 
in. Any port, good, bad, or indifferent, in the time of a 
storm. 

I will now try your principles of interpretation on two por- 
tions of Scripture, which, I think, will be quite sufficient to 
expose their absurdity. We find in the dd chapter of John 
that Jesus says to Nicodemus " except a man be bom again, 
he cannot see the kingdom of God. How will your princi- 
ples do now ? To be bom again naturally is impossible, and 
hence the language of Jesus must be interpreted in a figura- 
tive and spiritual sense, when he says a man is to be bom 
again. Indeed it is evident from what Christ says in a sub- 
sequent part of the chapter that he meant it all in a spiritual 
sense. According to your idea it must be interpreted figu- 
ratively, if it was understood in that sense at the time, tmd 
there was no dispute. Unfortunately, however, Nicodemus, 
although he was " a master of Israel," spoils the whole affair. 
He disputes or argues the point with Christ, and most palpa- 
bly understands it all in a literal sense. He says " how can a 
man be bom when he is old ? Can he enter the second time 
into his mother^s womb, and be bom ?" And again, he asks, 
** How can these things be ?" What are you to do now ? 
Nicodemus has argued the point with Christ, and has iirultfr- 
stood him literally. Literal, therefore, it must now be, if you 
are consistent with your own principles. The only remedy for 
you now is to invent a new sort of transubstantiation by whioh 
a man will be able to enter a second time into his mother's 
vn>mb, so that he may be literally bom again. If you keep 
to your own law of interpretation, you must either do this 
or exclude your followers from heaven, because without being 
bom again they cannot see the Kingdom of Gh)d. Again, 
Jesus says, at the 19th verse of the second chapter of John, 
" destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up." Is 
this hteral or figurative ? On your plan the point is to be 
determined by &e way in which the Jews understood it, and 
not by the laws which apply to the use of language. How, 
then, did they understand it ? *' Then, said the Jews, forty 
and six years was this temple in building, and wilt thou rear 
it up in three days ?'* What do you say now. Dr. Cahill ? 
Did the Jews under^aind Christ in a metaphorical sense? 
Was he believed, or was he disbelieved f They did not then 
believe him, and they understood him to speak literally. li- 
teral, therefore, on your principles of interpretation it most 
be. But unfortunately for an unluoky wight like yoo, the 
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SoriptoraB ruiB joar case, because diej afienrards infinim in 
that *' be spake of the temple of his body." 

In aocordance with the soggeetiona thrown out bj one of 
the correspondents of the Derry Senfind relative to the pub- 
lication of these letters in a cheasip and permanent fi>rm, I mav 
here state, that, so soon as they are finished, I will be most 
ttf^py to adopt, in regard to tliem, whatever plan may af^pear 
most likely to promote the cause of Protestantinn, whidh is 
the cause of liberty, of the Biblfi» and of God. 

Yours tmly. 

Coleraine, August Ist, 185S. 
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TO THE EDITOB. 



Sib — Dr Gahill observes, *' It is said Transubstantiatbn is 
impossible. Now the very first official act of God at the crea- 
tion was Transubstantiation. He made or Transubstantiated 
clay mto Adam, and bone into Eve. And €hnst*s first offi- 
cial act was Transubstantiation. He made or changed water 
into wine. Moses Transubstantiated the rod into a serpent 
and water into blood. Oan we not do what Moses did when 
we have got the Holy Ghost to enable us to do so?" From 
this it is quite evident that Dr. Oahill is totally incapable of 
correct reasoning, or else he was intentionally trying to mis- 
lead his audience. The facts to which he refezs have not the 
most remote resemblmce to Transubstantiation. They are as 
different from it as day is fmm night It is scarcely poGsible 
to confound them together. In foot, the man who cannot heie 
recognise a distinction is a confirmed simpleton. In the one 
case we could believe only against rsason and common seine, 
idiilst in the other case our judgment would be founded on 
the irresistible evidence of our senses. In the one case the 
facts alleged would be completdy disproved by an appeid to 
our senses and rational nature, whilst in the other case they 
would be confirmed and thoroughly established by being sub^ 
mitted to such a criterion. What is Transubstantiation ? 
Simply this. The priest takes a piece of bread, and after 
having gone thtough some palaver over it he tdls us it is coa^ 
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Terted into the full grown body of Ohtist— it is no looget 
bread, but rea] flesh and blood. When we oome to examine 
it, however, we find that to oar senses of sight, touch, taste, 
^, it is still bread. Examine it as closely as you wiU— -put 
it to the most rigorous test you can*-and eveiy sense you bate 
in the world will pass a solemn afEdavit that it is not in the 
^ slightest degree changed. AH the evidence we can adduce 
from necessary truth, from common sense, from reason, and 
from our senses, is here set at defiance by the mere word of 
the priest You are very modestly asked to become a fool for 
the purpose of believing him. Is this case in the slightest 
degree analagous to those Dr. Cahill has mentioned ? When 
God made Adam out of the clay, did any of the senses say 
he was still a piece of day, and not flesh and blood ? So far 
from its being evident to the senses that the human body is 
made of clay, such an idea would never enter into our imagi* 
nation if we were not told of it as a fact How, then, is tUs 
e ease of Transubstantiation ? It is the very opposite. That 
a great change has actually taken place is quite easily seen. A 
living man is never mistdcen for a lump of clay. In place of 
being against the testimony of the senses, this case is in the 
most complete accordance with it The example of Eve is 
not one whit more to the purpose. It is self-evident to the 
senses that she is composed of flesh and Idood. We cannot 
avoid believing it We know she was made out of a bone, 
because God has said it was so. If God had not told us of it 
we would not credit it. The change is both great and appa- 
rent No man in his senses could mistake a human rib for a 
full-grown woman. K the belief that his legs, &c., are made 
of glass is sufficient to consign a man to the mad-house, and 
to place his property under the jurisdiction of the Lord Chan- 
cellor, surely the same course ought to be adopted with regard 
to the woman who could believe that her body had neither 
flesh nor blood, but had entirely resolved itself into a little bit 
of bone. The great and insurmountable difference between 
these examples and Transubstantiation is this :-*In the one 
case when a change is said to have occurred, it is evident on 
the strictest investigation by all our senses, that this change 
has actually taken place ; whereas, in the other case, it is 
equally evident to our senses that no such change as that 
stated has happened at all. Surely this di£ferenco is dedsiva 
If we were called upon to believe that a piece of clay, whilst 
it retained all the properties and qualities of clay, was the 
body of a real living man, and that a little bone, whilst it re- 
tained all the properties and qualities of a bone, was a roal 
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idD-grown woman, then we would be called npon to beliere io 
a case of Transubstantiation, bat not otherwise. 

I suspect Dr. Oahill will fare no better with the example 
of Christ changing the water into wine. To make this a case 
of Transttbstantiation it would require to be shown that at 
the very time it was wine it had all the sensible properties and 
qualities of water. If it is changed in colour, in taste, in 
smell, in its chemical properties, and in its effects npon the 
human constitution, it cannot any longer be called water, and 
no rational man would designate it bj that title. It has now 
become an entirely new substance. If we follow our reason 
and our senses we cannot ayoid believing that it is changed. 
This, however, is not Transubstantiation. Tlie essential in- 
gredient in Transubstantiation is, that the thing must have 
all the sensible and chemical properties, qualities, and effects 
of one substance, whilst it is said and believed to be another 
substance which differs from it in all these properties as far as 
light differs from darkness. When Jesus converted the water 
into wine did he tell them, this is real wine, although it still 
has the colour, taste, and all the chemical and other proper- 
ties of water? Did he say, you must take my word for it 
against your senses, and believe it to be real wine, although it 
wants the colour, taste, smell, and intoxicating qualities of 
wine ? No. But he adopted the practical test, and submit- 
ted it to the palate of the governor of the feast, who, when lie 
had ta9tsd it, not only believed it to be wine, but also testified 
that it was the best wine they had yet got. This is not very 
like Transubstantiation. When Dr. Cabill performs a mirade 
of this description he may begin to talk, but not till then. 

As the same observations are all equally applicable to the 
cases in which Moses was concerned, I need not waste time 
by repeating them here. The water was visibly converted 
into blood, and the rod evidently became a real serpent This 
is not Transubstantiation. 

Dr. Cahill is here confounding the working of miracles with 
Transubstantiation; but the two things are very different 
from each other. A miracle is possible — Transubstantiation 
is impossible. In a miracle there is a complete, entire, and 
palpable change — in Transubstantiation there is none what- 
ever. A miracle can appeal, with the greatest confidence, to 
the senses and reason of man for the reality of the change 
which is said to have occurred — Transubstantiation is an ap- 
peal to the blindest credulity and fanaticism against all sense 
and reason. I defy Dr. Cahill to produce one instance, from 
Scripture, in which a miracle was performed without a ooT' 
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responding change having at the same time taken place. 
When Christ converted the water into wine it assumed all the 
properties of wine. When the blind man was cured he did 
not see and remain blind at the same time. The withered 
hand did not regain its power whilst it remained withered. 
When the cripple was healed by Paul he did not walk and sit 
still at the same instant. When Lazarus was raised from the 
dead he was not both dead and alive at the same time. In 
all these cases the change was quite evident to the senses. 
Dr. Cahill ought to do something similar before he begins 
to boast about his power. If he would attempt a transub- 
stantiation of this description, he would soon loose the confi- 
dence of his followers — ^their reason would get the better of 
their credulity. Here is Lazarus, Dr. Cahill, bring him to 
life if you can. The beads are counted, the prayers are said, 
the manoeuvres are all performed, and the dead man is or- 
dered to come forth ; but he is as deaf as a door nail, as sense- 
less as a block, and as immoveable as a stone. The failure is 
complete. Try it again, my good fellow. Be not faithless. 
but believing, says the Doctor, putting a very long face on 
himself. You are labouring under a serious mistake. I 
assure you I have got the Holy Ghost to enable me to do 
this, and it is done most effectually. I am a devout and holy 
member of the infallible Church, and you must take my word 
for it in opposition to your own eyes. Your senses are all im- 
perfect and unworthy of credit. If you depend on them they 
will certainly lead you astray. To the uninitiated and here- 
tical this man may still appear to be dead, but every person 
who has the right sort of faith will at once believe that he is 
alive and kicking. He is running about as active as a bee. 
To your eyes he may appear dead, but I assure you he is alive 
" in a sacramental mode.'* The Holy Mother Church tells 
you this is the case, and you must not doubt it. You must 
not place your fallacious eye-sight in opposition to your faith. 
Ood can easily make this miracle true. To deny it is to limit 
His power. There is nothing impossible with Ood. 

Dr. Cahill asks, '* can we not do what Moses did, when we 
have got the Holy Ghost to enable us to do so." I now call 
upon him to prove, by converting a rod into a serpent, that he 
can do what Moses did. Let him try his hand on some mir- 
acles similar to those which are recorded in Scriptufe. I have, 
already, offered him a handsome reward if he will prove, by re- 
moving its intoxicating qualities, that he can convert wine into- 
blood. Although I have put this before him in a way which 
defies a reasonable objection from any human being, be haa 
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not yet respon^d to the call. I have also ofiEeied him a large 
sum if be will establish his power over a poisonous wafo*, bv 
swallowing it with impunity. He maj attempt to get oat of 
this by saying God gave him power to change bread, bat did 
not give him power to change poison. This ol^jection, how- 
ever, will at once put him into an awkward predicament with 
rsgard to the wine which contains no poison. BesideB* if» like 
MoseSy he possesses miraculous gifts he has nothing to lear. 
Jesos says, with regard to those who believe and possess mir- 
aculous power, ** if they drink any dsadUf thing it thtdl n^i 
hurt them" If you have read this, Dr. GahiU, in the last 
chapter of Mark's Gospel, why are you afraid ? 

Some parties may think my practieal test about the wafer 
is too severe to be a fair one. The shilly-shally Editor of the 
Cork CofMtiiuHon took this view of the case. But I maintain 
that neither it nor the one about the wine goes a sufficient 
length to testTransubstantiation. They are both too fi&voarable 
to Popeiy. They merely call upon Dr. Cahill, who belongs to 
a Church which claims miraeulous gifts, to perform a miracle, 
which, with God's power, is perfectly possible. They only ask 
him to change one substance into another substance entirely 
different from itself ; but this is not Transubstantiation^ In 
Transubstantiation, the bread must be both bread and the (oil* 
grown body of Christ at the same time. It is here the ^ 
surdity and impossibility lie. Bread could be changed into 
human flesh, but it could not be bread and flesh at the same 
time. Further ; if it were converted into a body of Christ, 
it most be a second body of Christ— it could not be the body 
which was placed upon the Cross. This would involve a 
contradiction which could not be true. My body might be 
made so like the body of the late Duke of Wellington that 
you could not 4£8tinguish the difference, but still it would 
not be the veiy same body which led the troops to gloiy 
and to victory on the field of Waterloo. It is impossible for 
one body to be identicaUy the same with another which is 
iderUicaUy different from it. 

It would be quite easy for God, by the performance of a 
miracle, to convert a piece of bread into a full-grown human 
body ; bat I say, after due deliberation, that Transubstantia- 
tion is not possible even with God himself. To say that the 
bread can be the body of Christ, whilst it continues to be 
bread, is to state a contradiction, and God could not be 
the author of a contradiction. Some people may think this 
statement ra^ and irreverent; but, I confess, I have no 
-lympaaiy with the man who is afraid to &oe immutabk troth 
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la its naked boldness and seyeritj. A scnptoral and truthful 
i^verenee for God is greatly to be prized ; but that whixung, 
puny, mawkish, ignorant, and superstitious reverence for the 
Deity, which, rather than state the truth fairly and boldly in 
all its gloiy, would allow the perfections and character of our 
Great Creator to be misrepresented and maligned, is greatly 
to be dreaded and always to be shunned. A contradiction 
cannot possibly be true, it must be a lie, and consequently 
God cannot be its author. " Let God be true," says the Scrip- 
ture, " but every man a Uar." " God is not man that he 
should lie." It is " impossible for God to lie" Who now 
will have the hardihood to say God can tell a lie for the pur- 
pose of establishing Transubstantiation. It is an awful thing 
to charge God with being a har. The idea that God could 
make Transubstantiation true, has arisen from a misunder- 
standing about the nature of Omnipotence. " The reconcilia- 
tion of a contradiction is not an object of power. It is not 
the want of power that renders this possible. Greater power 
would not make it possible. It is impossible from its inconsis- 
tency, and it would be contrary to the divine perfections, to 
suppose God to convert falsehood into truth. To assert that 
he could make the same thing to exist and not to exist at the 
same time, is to suppose that he could lie. A feeble crea- 
ture can lie ; but the Almighty cannot lie," because to do 
so would be inconsistent with his perfections. Why would we 
consider it a great point of weaknsss in man to tell a lie, and 
look upon the same act as an evidence of the power of God ? 
A man who could lift a ton weight might conmder himself 
very powerful, but there are few who would consider it any 
addition to their power to be able to tell lies. When it is said, 
in the first chapter of Luke, '* with God nothing is impos- 
sible," it is evident from the context that this has reference to 
bis omnipotent power in reference to the miraculous concep* 
tion of Mary. It refers to his power to do a great and mir- 
aculous work, but it has no reference whatever to his capability 
of telling lies, which would be a complete evidence of his 
weakness. I once heard an anecdote very much to my pre- 
sent purpose. Two men were talking, in the presence of a 
simpleton, about everything being possible vnth God. The 
simpleton at once asked ** could he make two hills without a 
faoUow r What do you think of this. Dr. Cahill? Is it an 
object of power, or is it a thing which is impossible on account 
of its contradictory nature? The simpleton had more sense 
than yourself. My late father quotes a cnae which was re- 
lated by the late Mr. Connell. A Jew was accused of biting 
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off a inan*8 noee. " There were only two persons besides the 
sufferer in oompony at the time, each of them asserted his in- 
nocence, and declared that the man bit off his own nose. It 
was observed that it was not possible. ' Nothing ish impos- 
hible wid God,* said the Jew. Don't laugh at the poor Jew, 
Mr. O'Connell, if the doctrine of your Church be true, you 
might bite off your own nose and your own head ; yea, yon 
might swallow yourself, body and bones. The very answer of 
the Jew is the answer of your doctors — nothing is impossible 
with God." 

Yours truly. 
Coleraine, August 6tb, 1858. 
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TO THE EDITOB. 



Sib — ^When Protestants declare they cannot believe Tnn- 
substantiation because it involves a direct contradiction, they 
are frequently taunted by Boman Catholics for believing in 
the doctrine of the Trinity. In a conversation which I heard 
a few days since between two gentlemen in a railway carriage, 
in the county of Kerry, it was stated that these doctrines are 
both on a par, and that they must be looked upon, and be- 
lieved, as a mystery. Now let us assume for argument's sake 
that the doctrine of the Trinity does contain a contradiction, 
and I ask what is to be the consequence ? Will that make 
either it or Transubstantiation true ? Certainly not It would 
afford an insuperable argument ibr throwing them both to the 
winds. Would there be any sense in believing one lie because 
another thing might happen to be a lie also ? No wise man 
would take ihia course ; and I am surprised Roman Catholics 
do not see the shallowness of their argument. There is one 
rule to which there never can be an exception-— everything 
which is proved to contain a contradiction must be false, and 
should at once be rejected. It is perfectly absurd for Papists 
to think they have a right to believe Transubstantiation, be- 
cause their opponents hold another doctrine which some might 
think equally contradictory. The one being false does not 
make the other true. If men were to act upon such a princi« 
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pie in their worldly affairs, they would yeiy soon discover their 
mistake. It is only in matters of religion that men can play 
the fool with impunity in this life. Suppose, for example, 1 
have got a pound note, which is a forgery. It hears this quite 
plain upon the face of it. I have often tried to pass it, hut I 
was always foiled. Fortunately, however, I at last heard of a 
hanker who was so far overseen and mistaken as to take a 
forged note also. I at once repaired to him and offered him 
my note for change, hut he would not have it at all. He said 
it was a forgery, and consequently was of no use. You are 
quite wrong, sir, said I, in refusing this note, hecause I can 
prove that you have a had note in your own possession, and 
Tou ought to take this one also from me. Mine is of no use 
Dy itseS*, hut if it is put along with your had one they will hoth 
hecome good enough. The banker was foolish enough to say 
that the fact of the notes being forged was quite a sufficient 
reason for throwing them both in the fire ; but as I am a good 
and loyal member of the Infallible Mother Church I will not 
give up my note, although by itself it is bad, because it will 
immeaiately become good if I can only get another like itself 
to put along with it I cannot see any possible objection to 
this, as I know that a thing which, like Transubstantiation, 
is absurd and contradictory by itself, is quite rational and true 
if it is placed in juxta-position with another doctrine, held by 
Protestants, which I can show involves a contradiction also. 
One contradiction can make another true — one bad note can 
make another good — on the same principle which will convert 
a great number of fallible beings into one Infallible Church. 
Protestants may laugh and say this is a fiddle-diddle mode of 
reasoning, but I have a decided preference for following our 
infallible head, tbe Pope. 

I have just been supposing for arguments sake that the 
Trinity involves a contradiction, but I most solemnly declare 
I do not believe this is the case, and I am quite certain no 
man has yet been able to establish it as a fact. The doc- 
trine of the Trinity is entirely misrepresented when it is put 
forth in the shape of a contradiction. It would, certainly, 
be a contradiction to say that one God is three Gods, and 
that three Gods are one God ; and also to say that one per- 
son is three persons, and that three persons are one person. 
If this were our doctrine — it is often palmed upon us by our 
enemies — we would, indeed, be believing a thing which is 
doubly ridiculous and absurd. But happily this is neither 
the doctrine of Trinitarians nor of the Bible. The three per- 
sons are one God, and the one God is three persons. Thej 
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are not three in the same sense in which they are one, nor 
one in the same sense in which they are three. They arc 
three in one sense and one in another sense. The Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost are not three Gods and one God, but 
they are three persons and one God. In their personalit? 
they are three ; in their Godhead they are one. It is snrely 
as plain as the light of heaven that there is no contradiction 
here. ]n one sense they are three, in another sense they are 
one ; hut they are not one in the same sense in which thej 
are three, nor three in the same sense in which they are one. 
Consequently the Trinity does not involve a contradicdon, 
although it is altogether incomprehensible. It is no contra- 
diction to say that my soul and body, in place of forming two 
individuals, constitute only my individual self, althou^ I 
cannot, by any means, comprehend tbe wonderful manner in 
which they are united, so as to make me one, and not two. 
A thing which is contradictory is very different from one 
which is incomprehensible. If we confound these together 
we win be liable to great mistakes. The thing which is in- 
comprehensible is removed far above and beyond the reach 
of our reason. It may be true or it ifiay be false for ought 
our reason can tell. We have a right to receive or reject it. 
according to the nature and amount of the evidence by which 
it may be supported. We should not receive it without pro- 
per and sufficient evidence ; but if it is thoroughly and satis- 
factorily attested, it is the act of a madman to reject it. If 
we have God's Word for its truth, we are quite safe in reoeiv- 
ing it — we can ask no better ; but in a thing which is beyond 
our reascm, we should not set up our judgment against the 
express statements of God. Tbe case of a contradiction is 
very different from this. In tbe very nature of things, it is 
within the province of our reason. We could not know it to 
be a contradiction unless we could perfectly comprehend it as 
far as the contradiction reached. The moment the contradic- 
tion appears, that moment our reason has taken hold of it 
If our reason does not see the contradiction, we have no 
grounds for supposing it is there. We can see a contradic- 
tion as plainly as we can see that two and two make four, 
and in my judgment far plainer. A child does not always 
know that two and two make four, but the meanest capacity 
can at once recognize a contradiction — a child knows that it 
cannot he dead and alive in the same sense and at the same 
time. The moment a contradiction is stated our reason gets 
hold of it, and on intuitive, self-evident principles, rejects it 
as a lie. No evidence could establish its truth. To believe 
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a oontradktion is the part of a fool, but a wise man will re* 
oeive an incomprehensible thing as true, proTided God pledges 
his word for it We would not be justified in rejecting the 
Trinity on account of its incomprehensibiiity, any more than 
we would be justified in denying, for the same reason, such 
things as eternity, time, immensity, and space, which are all 
self-evidently true. We cannot avoid believing in these, 
although we can neither fathom nor comprehend them. In 
fact we believe in thousands of things which we are unable 
to fathom ; but there can be no apology whatever for our be- 
lieving in things which are contradictory. The first may be 
true, the last must be absolutely false. 

Dr. Cahill proceeds thus, *' when you hold bread opposite 
a mirror, is it bread you see in the glass ? No. Only the 
appearance of bread. You believe natural philosophy can 
present only the appearance of bread here ; and yet you deny 
the infinite Qod can do the same in religion, although he is 
the Lord and master of nature." In this case, Dr. Cahill, 
the senses do not deceive us. The eyes tells us very plainly 
that there is the appearance of bread in the glass ; and that 
is the full extent of its province. It is not commissioned to 
do the duty of all the other senses. If we wish to ascertain 
whether it is real bread or only the likeness of bread whidi 
we see in the glass, we must have recourse to the additional 
testimony of &e sense of touch, and perhaps of taste also. 
When they are all brought to bear upon the matter, in place 
of contradicting each other, they will enable us to arrive at a 
certain and safe conclusion. If we see the i^ypearance of 
bread, but can neither touch it nor taste it, we can have no 
hesitation in believing it is merely the shadow or likeness of 
bread. But, I ask. Dr. Cahill, how do you know there is 
bread in the glass either in appearance or in reality ? You 
have already impeached the accuracy of the senses in regard 
to the wafer, and you surely would not be so very inconsistent 
as to call upon them now to give evidence as to the appear- 
ance or the leahty of the bread in the glass. I suspect, if 
you were permitted, you would maintain they were perfectly 
trustworthy so long as they testified in your favour : but you 
would consider them perjured villians the moment they ap- 
peared to lean to the other side. If the senses are not to be 
relied upon, neither yon nor I can tell anything whatever 
about the appearance of the bread in the mirror. It is only 
through them we can gain any information on tiie subject 
Here we are both equally compelled to depend upon them. 
In this inatanee, as well as in tho oft>iepeated case of the stiok 
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appearing crooked when partially immeraed in water, the eje 
faifila its task in the moat satisfactory manner. It acts in the 
strictest accordance with the determinate laws of the reflec- 
tion and the refraction of the rays of light, and if you are as 
nt a philosopher as you pretend to he, you must know this. 
^ m mistake the appearance of hread for the reality, or if 
you imagine the stick is crooked when it is really straight, the 
olame must not be placed upon the eye which is acting in h&r* 
mony with the strict laws of light It is owing entirely to the 
inaccurate and hasty manner in which you arrive at your con- 
clusions. In place of having recourse to the additional testi- 
mony of touch, &c., you depend upon sight alone ; and thus, 
by putting the duty of two or more senses upon one, yoo are 
led to a rash conclusion. As I rely upon all my senses, I can 
ascertain the exact position of the facts ; but as you repadiate 
the accuracy of every one of them, you have no foundation 
whatever to rest the evidence upon. So long as you stand to 
your own principles, you must be as ignorant of the appear- 
ance of the breaa and of the stick as you would be if you were 
a lifeless corpse. 

But even on your own showing, Dr. Gahill, I deny your 
conclusion is warranted by your premises. What Protestant 
ever denied that God could make a piece of bread into a body, 
having all the appearance of Christ*s body ? We do not deny 
any such thing. But we deny it can have the appearance of 
Olmst^s body when it has not the appearance of his body. — 
In plaoo of having the appearance of Ghrists body, it has 
both the appearance and reality of a piece of bread. Too 
must be very stupid if you cannot see that your illustration is 
altogether inapplicable to Transubstantiation. In order to 
make it applicable, you would require to show that the bread 
in the eucharist is so far altered that it has all the appearanoe 
of Christ's body. It must at least be in sudi a condition that 
the eye, unassisted by the other senses, would at once draw 
the conclusion that it was his body and not bread ; whereas 
the very opposite of this is the case in point of fact. Ton t^ 
us it is his body, but the eye says it has not the most remote 
resemblance to it. Show us the appearanoe of the body in 
the wafer, or else hold your tongue. 

You may perhaps say, however, that as the figure in the 
glass has the appearance of bread without the reality, so the 
bread in the eucharist has the appearance of bread witboot 
the reality ; but you are as far out here as ever. The one is 
only the image of bread, the other is real bread. The one is 
incapable, of being touched or tasted, the other can he both 
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upon the one, the judgment will inevitably conclude it is only 
an image ; but when they are brought to bear in a similar 
manner upon the other, we cannot hesitate in believing that 
it is real bread. How, then, can you make it appear that the 
cases are similar, or that your illustration is in any degree ap- 
plicable to your purpose ? Further, we do not deny that you 
might have the likeness or appearance of bread without hav- 
ing the bread itself; but we most positively deny that so long 
as the entire substance of the bread itself is present, there is 
nothing whatever there but its mere image. If you bring for- 
ward a picture of bread, in place of real bread, for the eu- 
charist, we will at once admit there is no bread there ; but we 
will not, on this account, allow ourselves to be so far deceived 
as to imagine there is nothing more than a shadow, when we 
see, feel, and taste a piece of real bread. Transubstantiation 
ia doubly ridiculous. It first assumes that the bread in the 
euoharist is not real bread but only a mere shadow, although 
all our senses testify the very reverse ; and it next maintains 
that Christ^s body is really, substantially, and entirely present 
in the wafer, although a telescope fifteen times more powerful 
than Lord Bosse's could not discover the smallest portion of 
his body in it We are first called upon to believe a thing 
does not really exist which all our senses testify does really 
exist ; and then we are further to believe that a thing does 
exist although we have not the slightest shadow of evidence 
for its existence *-if we were to look for it till doomsday we 
could neither see it nor handle it. Such an absurdity never 
was heard of. 

" When John was at Jordan,** says Dr. Cahill, '' baptizing 
oar Lord, the people saw the appearance of a dove ; ' it was 
like a dove,* but it was only so in appearance. It was the 
Holy Spirit** In this illustration, Dr. Cahill, you are as far 
from your purpose as ever. The Holy S[wt assumed the 
form or appearance of a dove, and as a matter of course it 
then looked like a dove. To iJie eye it had all the appearance 
of a dove. The eye here does not deceive us, but testifies ex- 
actly in accordance with the facts. When the appearance of 
a dove was present, it recognized it and did not mistake it lor 
an^rthing else. Hence it fulfilled its part, as its province is 
strictly confined to appearance. But the case of Transub- 
stantiation is very different from this. The bread not only 
presents^ the appearance of bread, but, on the strictest investi- 
gation, it is also founi^ to contain the reality of bread, and 
nothing else. When you aire aUe to xemove all ^ jdiyaical 
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properties from the bread except its mere appearance, yon maj 
talk, but Dot till then. 

" Christ," you say, " is present under the appearance of 
bread and wine—present in a sacramental mode.** What do 
you mean by this? Do you mean that he is spirituallj, in* 
visibly, and figuratively present ? There are only two ways in 
which he can be present He must be present either spiri- 
tually and figuratively, or actually and literally. Which of 
these do you adopt ? You must take either the one or the 
other. The figurative, or Protestant, sense will not do yon. — 
You must have the literal. But, as you have left nothing but 
the mere appearance of bread. I would like to know how the 
entire body of Christ can be actually present in a shadow. 
To say he is invisibly present under the mere shadow or ap- 
pearance of bread is incontestably admitting that he is not 
really present in his bodily capacity—it is virtually giving up 
the whole question. This, however, does not square Tery weU 
with the remaining doctrine of your church, which teaches 
that in the '* sacrament of the eucharist there are truly, really, 
and substantially, the body and blood, together with ^e soul 
and divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ ; and that there is made 
a conversion of the whole substance of the bread into the 
body, and of the whole substance of the wine into the blood, 
&c.*' The literal, actual, presence is here asserted as plainly 
as possible. I have already shown so fully, by the most inoon- 
testable evidence, that Christ cannot be literally present in the 
mass, that I need not return to the subject again. It gives 
the direct lie to the senses and reason of man, and, oonse^ 
quently, cannot be true. 

We may, perhaps, be told that the bread is really changed 
into the body of Christ, although its outward sensible quali- 
ties remain the same as before consecration ; but this is per- 
fectly absurd. If the sensible, physical qualidos, and proper- 
ties of the bread remain unchan^, there is no change of 
substance. The moment a real change occurs, that moment 
the physical qualities change with it. When Christ changed 
water into wine, it assumed all the qualities and properti^ of 
wine. When the rod was converted into a serpent, it assumed 
all the qualities and properties of a serpent If it had still 
preserved the appearance of a red, Moses would not have fied 
from before it, as we are told he did. It is ridiculous to say 
one substance is changed into another substance whilst its 
qualities and properties remain unaltered. What evidence 
have we of the existence of anything except what is derived 
from its qualities and properties ? A man might as weU say 
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« black crow was white as to say that imjthing could be flesh 
which has none of the qualities and properties of flesh. It 
is a contradiction in terms. Such things may pass current 
with a set of religious madmen ; but they will not take so well 
in worldly affairs. I never yet met a Koman Catholic who 
would apply his religious theories to his daily business. He 
opens his eyes when he comes to the pounds, shillings, and 
pence. You say, Dr. Cahill, a substance may be entirely 
ehanged, although its qualities and properties remain unal- 
tered. Here, then, is a piece of copper, will you take it for a 
gold guinea ? I have got a miracle performed upon it and it 
is now pure gold. I grant it has not the consistence, the 
hardness, the weight, nor the colour of gold ; but this makes 
no difference, because, according to the doctrines of your 
church, a substance may be entirely changed whilst all its pro- 
perties remain the same ; this coin may have all the qualities 
and properties of copper, but I assure you it is true gold. I 
am inclined to suspect. Dr. Cahill, that I might preach this 
doctrine long enough without having much effect upon your 
practice. The jingle of this coin would not add much to the 
efficacy of your prayers for the dead. Nothing but the genu- 
ine article would attract your attention here. 

I remain. Mr. Editor, yours truly. 
Coleraine, August 2dd, 1853. 
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TO THE EDITOB. 



Sir — I forgot to mention in my last letter that Dr. Cahill 
need not hesitate to try my practical test, if he is really ser- 
ious in thinking there is nothing left in the Eucharist, after 
the blessing is pronounced, but the mere shadow or appear- 
ance of the bread and wine, the same as could be seen re- 
flected in a mirror. He might very easily earn my money on 
the wine, as I am sure no person is afraid of getting drunk 
on its shadow. Drunkenness from the mere appearance or 
shadow of wine would be a novelty. I would like very much 
to see a fellow made drank by loolong at the reflecdon of wine 
in a mirror ! 
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" Christ,'' says Dr. Cahill, " after His resurrection, stood in 
tbe centre of His apostles, and that without coming in tbrcmgh 
or bj the door, for the doors were shut at the time* He was 
thus really present ; but how He came there we caxmot tell, 
the fact only we know." By what authority do you state. Dr. 
Cahill, He did not come in through or by the door? You are 
here adding to the Scriptures, for they make no such asser- 
tion. They give us no information as to how or by what 
means He came in. In our present state of information it is 
impossible to tell how He came in. That point is not re- 
ceded. The Scripture statement is this — " When the doors 
were shut where the disciples were assembled for fear of the 
Jews, came Jesus, and stood in the midst** And again — 
" Then came Jesus, the doors being shut, and stood in the 
midst" It is evident when lie came the doors were shut, and 
we have reason to conclude that his disciples imagined He 
came in whilst the doors were shut ; but it is not certain from 
this, nor is it actually so stated, that the doors were shut dur- 
ing the time He was entering the room. This may or may 
not have been the case for aught we can tell. It is quite pos- 
sible he might have opened the door and closed it again with- 
out being observed ; and the mere possibility of a thing, al- 
though it will not prove a case, is quite sufficient to solve a 
difficulty. I might produce a considerable number of plaua- 
ble arguments for the purpose of showing that He came in by 
the door, or some other equally convenient passage, but this 
course I do not choose to adopt, because the Scriptures evi- 
dently and purposely leave us in tho dark as to the manner of 
His entry into the apartment. We are not justified in asserting 
that he entered in a miraculous manner, because tbe opposite 
is within the bounds of possibility; but I confess it appears 
to me more probable that such was really the mode of his 
entry. At all events, in order to give my Boman Catholic op- 
ponents the All! benefit of all they can produce, I vrill assume 
that He did enter the room in a miraculous way ; and I still 
maintain that it is not the same as Transubstantiation. Sup* 
pose, for example, He came in through the key-hole of the 
door, and what follows? Why, simply that he changed his 
body into some other substance which was capable of entering 
the key-hole. That is the whole afiair, and that change he 
could very easily have effected. But it is altogether impossi- 
ble, under any circumstances, that His body, including fiesb, 
bones, 4^a, or, in other words, in its natural condition, could 
have entered in this way. A miracle could not make this 
possible. It is self-evidently impossible, and therefore cannot 
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be truer Nor are we by any means driven to tbe necessity of, 
believing in the possibility of this, or of rejecting the Scrip- 
tures, becatise it is nowhere stated that He brought His body, in 
its natural state^ through an opening which was not sufficient to 
admit it. When we find him. in the room, we know on self- 
evident, and consequently on indisputable principles, that He 
either brought His body, in its natural condition, into the 
room by an opening which was amply sufficient to receive it, 
or else transformed it into some other substance which was 
capable of entering by a smaller orifioe. One or other of these 
must be true. It is not stated that he brought His entire 
body, including flesh, blood» bones, &e„ into the room by an 
orifice which was hardly capable of admitting his little finger : 
and therefore it is by no means analogous to Transubstan- 
tiation, which affirms that' His entire Dody is contained in a 
little bit of bread. In the first case we are left entirely in the 
dark as to the mode of his entry, and no statement is made 
which, in any sense of the word, contradicts the senses and 
reason of man ; but in the last case, a direct and specific 
statement is made, which cannot possibly be true, inasmuch 
aa it involves a plain and direct contradiction, and gives the 
lie to the faculties with which the allwise Creator has endowed 
ihe human race. 

It matters not in what way he may have come in, you are 
right. Dr. Cahill, in saying He was " really present*" in the 
room, and I have simply to add, that when He was really pre- 
sent in His bodily capacity. He was perfectly capable of being 
both seen and touched, as is evident from the passage. Now,' 
do you just give us an example of His real presence in the 
wafer in the same way, and we will at once admit your mi- 
raculous power. We will ask no further evidence of his pre- 
sence in the wafer than His disciples had of His presence in 
the room. 

It appears to me very childish to refer to the case of Thomas 
as a reason for our believing in Transubstantiadon. It is 
stated that as he was reproved for not believing without see- 
ing and feeling, we are worthy of reproof for asking such evi- 
dence in favour of Transubetantiation. But the cases are 
very different. In Transubstantiation we are called upon to 
believe contrary to our senses and contrary to the senses of all 
other witnesses ; but Thomas was reproved for not believing 
the testimony of his brethren, which was founded upon the 
evidence of their senses. They told him they had seen the 
Lord. He would not take their word in the matter, which 
was very unwarrantable in him. Let ns take a similar case. 
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It a truthful and trustworthy person were to tell me the Queen 
was in Dublin yesterday, and that he had seen her with his 
own eyes, I would be very culpable if I refused to believe him 
without seeing for myself. I would be treating him as a lying, 
incredible witness. The case^ however^ would be very diiBfer- 
ent if I were called upon to believe that her Majesty was sit> 
ting beside me at this table, whilst my eyes told me she was 
not there at all, and whilst the eyes of my informant also 
failed completely to discover her presence. This I could not 
believe, nor would I be justified in believing it. In the first 
case I am asked to believe a perfectly possible thing on the 
evidence of the senses of another ; in the last case I am called 
upon to believe contrary to the evidence of my own senses in 
a matter which is directly under mjE own observation. Sach. 
precisely, is the state of matters with regard to Thomas and 
Transubstantiation. The existence of Transubstantiation is 
not founded on the testimony of the senses of any man, but 
is universally contrary to it Thomas was not blamed for not 
believing contrary to the evidence of his senses, but he was 
blamed for not crediting the testimony of his brethren about 
a thing which had been rendered perfedtly plain to their 
senses. This surely makes ail the difference in the world he- 
tween these cases. So far from the dOth chapter of John 
being against us it is very strongly in our favour, because it is 
there recorded, that Jesus, in place of asking the disciples to 
believe contrary to their senses, actually, of His own accords 
" showed unto them His hands and His side ;" and, at another 
meeting. He permitted Thomas to feel the wounds in His 
hands and His side ; so that He gave them all the fullest evi- 
dence from their own senses that He was really there. Was 
the same evidence of Transubstantiation ever given to any 
human being ? We have no evidence of its truth either from 
the testimony of our own senses or from that of any other 
person's senses. 

" The most learned," says Dr. Cahill, " have embraced 
Catholicity." This surely is a powerful argument for its 
truth ! If learned men have embraced it, it cannot be 
false ! What says Christ ? " I thank thee. Father, Lord 
of Heaven and Earth, because thou hast hid these things from 
the wise and prudent, and hast revealed them unto babes." — 
Christ seems to have anticipated your argument, Dr. Cahill. 
He does not appear to have any particular predilection for the 
wise and learned ; nor do we find that the generality of his. 
immediate foUowera were included in what is called the li- 
terary class. A more fallacious test of the truth of any sub- 
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ject, either in religion or science, could hardly he imagined.- 
than that of its heing received or rejected hj what is usually 
called learned men. In fact, it is from this class that truth gen- 
erally gets the greatest opposition, until it is estahlished al- 
most hy universal consent. There are some men — the really 
learned— who carry a philosophic spirit, and a degree of prac- 
tical good sense into everything they commence, and who fear- 
lessly emhrace truth, no matter where, or under what circum- 
stances it may he found. It generally happens, however, that 
those men who are usually, hut improperly, designated hy the 
title, learned, get into a heaten track, and into a humdnim way 
of their own, from which it is nearly impossible to dislodge 
them. A thing which is new will have no charms in their 
eyes, no matter how true it may be. I could establish these 
facts by an overwhelming number of examples ; but a few 
must suffice for the present. You are said. Dr. Cahill, to be 
acquainted with the whole range of human science. I there- 
fore imagine you must be aware that almost all the improve- 
ments and discoveries which were broached from time to time 
met with the most determined opposition from the learning 
of the age in whioh they appeared. Prinella was beat with 
rods for saying the stars would not fall. Camparella was seven 
times tortured for asserting there was a multitude of worlds. 
Sir Isaac Newton was violently opposed for his theory of the 
composition of light ; and the immortal Harvey was ridiculed 
and persecuted by almost all his learned cotemporaries, simplr 
because he made the grand discovery of the circulation of the 
blood. When Copernicus overthrew the Ptolemeian, or Aris- 
totelian theory of the universe, by proving that the earth moves 
round the sun, instead of the sun round the earth, Be was re- 
warded by having the sentence of excommunication issued 
against him from the court of Rome, on account of this damn- 
able heresy. In the course of time, however, when, after the 
expiration of 278 years, every sensible man in the world had 
admitted the truth of the Copemican theory, the old dotards 
of Rome saw the error of their infalUble predecessors, and ex- 
punged from their records the sentence wnich had been issued 
against Copernicus. This eminent philosopher was not long 
in his grave, till his favourite opinions, which had been de- 
nounced as heretical by the infallibly fallible court of Rome, 
were warmly espoused, and most ably supported and extended 
by the celebrated Galileo. But Galileo was not long per- 
mitted to live.in peace. The Pope, who was numbered in the 
list of his persecutors, ordered the mathematicians, the monks, 
and the cardinals, to examine hi» works. These were at once 
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condemned* and he was brought beforo the InpunUoH and 
cast into a dungeon. After having lain for aeveral months 
in a miserable and gloomy cell, this venerable old man was 
brought before his persecuting judges, and was condemned to 
renounce, kneeling before them, wiUi his hands upon the gos- 
pels, those sentiments about the motions of the earth, which 
were then called heretical, but which are now universally ad- 
mitted to be trae. The tortures of the Inquisition shook his 
resolution, and he renounced his opinions. He had no sooner 
done 80, however, than he became indignant at his own ooa- 
duot, and, stampiiuE his foot upon the earth, he exclaimed — 
" it still moves.** This sealed his doom, and incurred the sen- 
tenoe of imprisonment in the Inquisition during life — which 
sentence, on account of his age, was afterwards commuted to 
perpetu^ banishment Yes, Dr. CahiU, this was the treat- 
ment which this great and venerable philosopher received at 
the bands of what you would call the learned, the holy, the in- 
fallible Inquisitors of your Holy Mother Church !!! Is it not 
enough to make our blood boil within us, when we think that 
this man, whose name will be considered great at every period 
of the world's funire history, was obliged ^o submit his opin- 
ions to the judgment of a set of men, who, while they passed 
for being learufid, were really as ignorant as Hottentots ? Dr. 
GsU was the author of one of the greatest discoveries of any 
age, and he has fared no better than his predecessors. He 
was ridiculed and abused by what is called learned men, firom 
the day in which he was banished, on account of his discoveries, 
by the Austrian government, from the place of his birth, until 
the day of his death ; and his opponents included all grades 
of learning, from the celebrated Cuvier down to Lord Jef&ey. 
But how do Dr. Gall's discoveries in Phrenolocr stand now ? 
No man of literacy and scientific reputation wiU now dare to 
enter the field in open contest against them.'^' 

The examples I have cited, although not a tithe of those I 
could produce, are quite sufficient to put us on our gatid 
against what is commonly called learned men, either in the 
scientific or religious world. There is only one rule for safety, 

* Atteinpta have been made to turn Phrenology against the truths of Beida- 
tioB ; bat, when rightly andentood, it it in the moatpetfect harmony with then. 
In my lectaiea, ddivered in Coleraine, In the year 1844, and in Dnblin, an the 
year 1861, 1 proved, beyond the poatibilitT of diapnte, that the man who denies 
the easential principles of Phrenmrvgy, (fheii emuiileni with MiMelf, moat boM 
that his soul, like hla body, ia wuUerial and nurtaL I hope some djqr to prove 
npon paper that the Phrenolnsiat is the only man who can steer clear of Ba> 
teriaUun, and also, that materialism is the ineritable resolt of tlfls opinions of the 
aaetophysical nohool. I will show to a demonslntioB that this is no mar* itaiv 
liBf than it is tnie. 



69 

and that is to examine the sdlject carefiinj for oanekes, 'with- 
out any reference to the parties by whom it may be reeeited 
or rejected. If our reason must bow submission to authority 
— if we are to trample on private judgment and common sense 
— let us return at once to the opinions of Aristotle, Galen, 
Des Cartes, Berkeley, Stahl, and Van Helmont ; the latter of 
whom considered the stomach was the seat of our thinking 
principle. If great names can prove anything, it would be 
impossible to overturn the opinions of these men. 

Dr. Gahill considers he is giving a great blow to Protestan- 
tism by saying it took its rise in the 16th century. In this, 
however, he is very short-sighted. Passing over the various 
arguments by which it has been clearly established that the 
religion of Protestants is as old as the Bible, I will merely ob- 
serve that age is* no proof of the truth of any religion. If this 
were the case, the religion of the devil, if I may use the ex- 
pression, would be old enough to be true. This argument is 
founded on a fallacious principle. The whole point of impor- 
tance is, was it true at the beginning, and does it now rest on 
the very same foundation. If it was not true at first, time 
could never make it true. A lie which was told in the days 
of Adam would not be true now, nor at the end of the world. 
If it was a lie at first, it will still be a lie. So is it with Po- 
pery. If it was false at first, it is fidse still. The vital point 
for examination either in Protestantism or Popeiy is not its 
age, but the foundation upon which it began, and upon which 
it now rests. Whatever is resting on the foundation of the 
Apostles and Prophets, Christ himself being the chief comer 
stone, cannot be gainsayed or overthrown. 

After referring to the miraculous power of Hoses in trans- 
forming the rod into a serpent, and water into blood, Dr. 
Cahill asks — ** Can we not do what Moses did, when we have 
got the Holy Ghost to enable us to do so ?" Dr. Cahill here 
claims, on the part of the priests of Rome, the possession of 
a supernatural power, which appears to me a strong proof that 
they are members of the apostate church. Whether they can 
really work miracles of any kind, or not, is not a question 
which I think it necessary at present to determine. It is quite 
sufficient for my purpose that the Church of Home not only 
arrogates this power to herself, but actually prides herself par- 
ticularly upon its possession. The days of miracles in favour 
of the true church are past, and in place of being an evidence, 
in ths present day, of the existence of the Church of Christ, I 
maintain that miracles, either actual or presumed, are a most 
decisive indication of that church whose membeiB are under 
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the direct and immediate influence of satanic agency* Listen 
to the Scripture. The three unclean spirits are said to l^e 
*' the spirits of devils working miracles, which go forth unt-* 
the kiifgs of the earth and of the whole world." *' Many wil] 
say to me in that day, Lord, Lord, have we not prophesied in 
thy name? — and in thy name have cast out devils? — and in 
thy name have done many wonderful works f And then will 
I profess unto them I never knew you ; depart from me, jc 
that work iniquity." In the Idth chapter of Revelations, and 
at the 14th verse, it is stated that the heast " deceiveth I hem 
that dwell on the earth hy the means of those miracUt which 
he had power to do." And again, at the 19th chapter of r^e- 
velation, and 20th verse, we have it thus written — " And the 
heast was taken, and with him the false prophet that wroagbt 
miracles before him, with which he deceived them that had 
received the mark of the beast, and them that worshipped his 
image. These both were cast alive into a lake of fire burning 
vnth brimstone." We here see that the power of worting 
miracles is directly ascribed to the devil — to the workers of 
iniquity — to the beast, and to the false prophet. In this 
instance Dr. Cahill has placed himself in a pleasant aort of 
company ; and, by so doing, he has proved most incontestable 
that he belongs to a church which is no other than the Mother 
of Harlots— that great system of iniquity which is so graphi- 
cally described in the Book of Revelation. The working of 
miracles is one of the great signs of the apostate church, 
which can be no other than the Papacy, as it alone claims 
miraculous power. This is a very interesting sulyect, and 
one which is capable of an extensive development, but I can- 
not dwell any longer on it here. 

There are few things, perhaps, of which Roman Catholics 
boast 60 much as of the fact that their church reigned tri- 
umphant, and was apparently universal, for some time imme- 
diately previous to the Reformation, in the 16th centuir- 
They take it for granted, without being able to produce the 
slightest shadow of proof, that theirs is the true church, and 
then they apply to it all those passages of Scripture which 
refer to the duration, extent, stability, and absolute iode> 
structibility of the Church of Christ. If they were properly 
acquainted with the Scriptures, however, they would see that 
the Church of Christ is not confined to any particular sect 
or party, but is composed of those individuals out of every 
class, creed, and clime, who rest their salvation exclusively 
upon that rock, Christ Jesus, against which the gates of heU 
abaU not prevail. The local assemblies of Christians are 
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usually and properly called the Churches of Christ ; but the 
term, the Church of Christ, is much more extensive in its 
signification, and includes within its bounds every individual, 
without exception, who trusts alone to the finished work of 
a crucified Saviour. It is not confined to colour or creed, 
time or place, but embraces the individual followers of the 
meok and lowly Jesus. Hence it results that so long as two 
or three Christians exist upon the earth, He is not left without 
a seed to serve him ; and the declaration, " Lo, I am with you 
alway, even unto the end of the world," is capable of being 
fully and literally verified. Although there never was a time 
in which the world was absolutely and entirely left without a 
certain number of individual Christians, yet I freely admit 
that there was a period in which their numbers were so far 
reduced that they were almost extinguished, and the remnant 
were obliged to protect their lives by concealing themselves in 
the impenetrable dens and caves of the earth. If the Alpine 
mountains were of no other use, they certainly fulfilled a noble 
purpose and design in protecting, in their inaccessible fast- 
nesses, the bravo Piedmontois from the ruthless and hard- 
hearted barbarities of their relentless pursuers. Strange as it 
may appear to my Roman Catholic readers, I not only admit, 
but I glory in the admission, and if necessary would under- 
take to prove, that for some time preceding the Reformation, 
in the i6th century, there was not a single example of a 
number of Christians meeting together in a public capacity 
for the worship of God. Individual Christians were scattered 
here and there ; but there was not one instance, in the whole 
world, of a public assembly of Christians. And why, it may 
be asked, am I so singular as to glory in this fact ? Just 
because it appears to me an indisputable evidence, on Scrip- 
ture authority, that the religion of the persecuted is the reli- 
gion of Jesus ; and also that the church which was so generally 
triumphant is no other than that great system of iniquity 
which is foretold in the Bible, 

Speaking of the Mother of Harlots, John says in the Re- 
velation, ** And I saw the woman drunken with the blood of 
the saints, and with the blood of the martyrs of Jesus." To 
whom is this applicable ? Let the history of the Crusades — 
the persecutions of the Waldenses^the tortures of the In- 
quisition, and the massacre of St. Bartholomew give the 
answer. Roman Catholics, for their own aggrandizement, 
and for the purpose of rendering their power and religion 
predominant at present in this land, may call out, liberty, 
nberty, freedom, and equality; but they are as litde to be 
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trusted as the untameable hjena ; and real freedom, either 
civil or religious, is as irreooncileable with their creed, as god- 
liness is incompatible with the occupations of the deTiL— 
What says the Council of Toledo ? " We, the hdj council, 
promulgate this sentence, pleasing to God, that whoeoeTec 
hereafter shall succeed to the kingdom, shiUl not mount the 
throne till he hath sworn to permit no man to live in his 
kingdom who is not a Catholic. And if, after he hath taken 
the reins of government, he shall violate his promise, let him 
be anaihema maranatha in the sight of the eternal God, iotd 
ftid for eternal fire*' The Fourth Council of Lateran, not 
only decrees that the temporal lord who neglects to piarge his 
dominions of heresy^ shall have his subjects absolved firom 
fealty to him, and shall have his lands offered " to Catholics, 
who shall possess it, and hold it in purity of faith without 
dispute, when the hereUce are exterminated ;" but actually pro- 
ceeds to say that " those Catholics, who, taking up the cross, 
have armed themselves for the extermination of the heretia, 
shall enjoy the same indulgence, and be furnished with the 
same holy privilege which is granted to those who go to the aid 
of the holy land/* Here are two specimens, out of the many, 
of the liberty which is granted by the " infallible church.'*^ 
There is a feeling at present abroad amongst spurious Protes- 
tants, that Papists are now as credible and trustworthy, and 
as ardent admirers of liberty as other men ; but the parties 
who hold this opinion must be grossly ignorant of the histoxy 
of the past, as well as of the indelible sentiments of Boman 
Catholics themselves. How are we to overlook their conduct 
in past generations, which is uninterruptedly marked with 
treachery, perfidy, pegury, and the most nendish persecutioos 
that ever were heard of ? Are we to learn no lesson from the 
history of our ancestors? Are the dear and blood-bougbt 
liberties of our forefathers to be for ever sacrificed on the msi 
of a spurious liberality ? Is the ferocious tiger to be let loose 
for the purpose of sucking the blood of our o&pring 7 Surely 
not. By all means, let the Papist exyoy full liberty of ooa- 
science in religious worship ; but let us not pay for the sup- 
port of his idolatry, nor yet place him in such a position in 
civil afiairs as will enable him to press on, as he is now doiuj^ 
till he would extinguish every ray of liberty which we at pre^ 
sent possess. These sentiments may be considered harsh and 
severe ; but I defy any man to show they are untrue. Indi- 
viduals may talk of the march of intellect, the enhghteimient 
of the 10th century, and the idtered fecJings of^oman Ca- 
tholics ; but I would lend a deaf ear to them fdl so long asPo- 
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pery inculcates the telling of lies, the breach of oaths, the ex- 
tirpation of heretics, the annihilation of private judgment, itnd 
the pardon of sin for pecuniary considerations. The enlight- 
enment of the age might put an end to the black deeds of the 
past, were it not that the same persecuting creed still con- 
tinues. Why are we to argue that the creed of the Papist is 
changed, whilst he utterly denies the fact himself? Why are 
vre to give him credit for improvement, when he positively 
affirms that he is infaVihle, unchanged and unchangeable 1 — 
Let him change his creed and his practice, and I will most 
willingly change my opinions. My hatred of Popery arises 
altogether from the fact that I know from its history, and es- 
pecially from its creed,* that it is altogether inconsistent with 
civil and religious liberty. 

That Popery has an insatiable thirst for blood, may be 
proved by the following facts. Pope Julius was the occasion 
of the slaughter of 200,000 Christians. The massacre in 
France cut off 100,000. In the persecution of the Albigen- 
ses and Waldenses 1,000,000 were destroyed. The Duke of 
Alva put 36,000 to death. The Inquisition tortured the life 
out of 150,000. The Irish rebellion put an end to 300,000. 
It is calculated that the deaths from Popish persecution 
averaged eighty thousand a year, for the period of six hun- 
dred years ! ! ! Was anything equal to this ever heard of? 
Need I go any farther for evidence to prove that the Church 
of Rome is that identical harlot which is described in Scrip- 
ture as being drunk with the blood of the Saints ? To what 
other church in the whole history of the world could this de- 
scription be applied ? Verily her track is stained with the 
foulest deeds which ever were recorded in the annals of the 
universe. She boasts of her unity and universality ; but, to 
her eternal disgrace be it told, they were obtained by an un- 
interrupted course of profligacy, debauchery, persecution, and 
torture, which could not be excelled by all the fiends in the 
infernal regions. To her alone belongs the crime of being 
glutted and overwhelmed with the blood of the countless thou- 
sands of those who have suffered martyrdom as the Saints of 
the Most High God. She cannot— she dare not— deny the 
facts. They are indelibly written upon the history of the past ; 
and the despotic, illiberal, and extremely tyrannical conduct 
of Papists at present over all parts of the world, whilst the 
cry of heaven bom liberty is polluted by resting on their 

* When I speak of \ht eretd of the Papist, of coorse I include in it all the sa- 
ered canons, the decrees of Councils, the Bulls of Popes, and all the doctrines 
which are contained in those hooks that are approved of hy the heads of tha 
ehoreh. In short, I extend the ,word creed to everything which, by the lava ^' 
hii chorchi the Papist it obliged to believe and practice. 

G 



hypocritical lips, proclaims with stentorian Toice what tbej 
intend to do for the future. 

We read in the 11 th chapter of Revelation that \rhen the 
witnesses for the truth *' shall have finished their testimonr. 
the beast that asoendeth out of the bottomless pit shall make 
war against them, aiid shall overcome them and kiU them.-- 
Here the beast is represented as victorious, and the witnesses 
for the truth are overcome and killed Was this not absolutelj 
and literally verified in the Qfteenth century, when the Pa- 
pists reigned triumphant, and the Christians were overcome 
and killed almost to a man ? Do these facts not prove incon- 
testably that the beast here spoken of is the Papacy which es- 
tablished its cause in the blood of those who publicly opposed 
its swa^ ? " About the year 1467," says Fleming, " the Wal- 
denses in Austria and Moravia had complied so far as to dis- 
semble that religion, and turn to Popery in profcasion and 
outward compliance. The Taborites, in the meantime, upon 
their refusal to do so, were so destroyed, that it was much that 
seventy of them could get together to consult about continu- 
ing the Church. And so low was the Church of Christ then, 
that when the hidden remains of the Taborites sent out four 
men to travel— one through Greece, and the East ; another to 
Bussia, and the North ; a third to Thrace, Bulgaria, and the 
neighbouring places ; and a fourth to Asia, Palestine, and 
Egypt ; they did all, indeed, safely return to their brethren, 
but with this sorrowful news^that they found no Church of 
Christ that was pure or free from the grossest errors, super- 
stition and idolatry. This was in the year 1497. And wnen 
they sent two of uieir number two years afterwards — Luke 
Prage and Thomas German — to go into Italy, France, and 
other places, to see if there were any of the old Waldensea left 
alive, they returned with the same melancholy news as the 
former had done, that they could neither find nor hear of any 
remaining; only they were informed of the martyrdom of 
Savanarofia, and they were told of some few remains of the 
Piedmontois that were scattered and hid amongst the Alps. 
Now, a few years after this, even the few remains of the 
Taborites were found out and persecuted, hardly any escap* 
ing ; so that in the year 1510, six sufiered together publicly, 
and the year following, that famous martyr, Andreas Paliwka, 
who was the last of that period.*' Here, then, we see that the 
beast, or Rome, was universally triumphant, and the Chris- 
tians were so far exterminated, that they could not any lon^r 
make a public profession of the truth— they were overcome 
^ killed, as was prophesied in the book <rf Bevelation. 
'e read further—" And they of the people, and kindi^ds. 
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and tongaes, and nations, Bhall see their dead bodies three 
days and an half,** which, in prophetic language, means three 
years and an half; and they that dwell upon the earth shall 
rejoice over them, and make merry, and shall send gifts one 
to another** In what a remarkable manner was this fulfilled 
in the meeting of the Lateran Council, which was composed 
of Priests and Prelates from all parts, at Rome, on the 5th 
of May, 1514. On that remarkable day, when *' they of the 
people, and kindreds, and tongues, and nations,** were all as- 
sembled, did the orator of the session ascend the pulpit, and, 
vith the jiill approbation of the Council, utter the ever me- 
morable sentence — ** there is an end of resistance to the Pa- 
pal rule and religion.** Thus was the Scripture verified and 
fulfilled. This public proclamation proves most completely 
that the council and court of Rome considered the witnesses 
a3 slain, because they had extinguished every organized so- 
ciety which had ventured to hold up its head against them. 
It was so ordered, however, by an allwise Providence, that 
they could not stop here. The statement of Christ — " lo, I 
am with you alway, even unto the end of the world,** must 
be fulfilled. His followers might be very far reduced, and 
must be prevented from worshipping in an assembled ca- 
pacity, as the Scriptures tiklicate; but it was not possible ibr 
them to be altogether annihilated. That they were not al- 
together extinguished, is made evident by the fact that the 
same Lateran Council, on the same 5tb day of May, 1514, 
when they could not lay their hands upon them, because, in 
place of being gathered into public bodies, they were hid in 
the dens and caves of the earth, " issued an edict, cutting off 
all heretics of whatever kind, and of whatever nation, from 
the Church, and decreeing against them the usual punish- 
ments.*' The existence of a remnant was thus proved out of 
the mouth of their opponents. If a number of Christians 
were not known to exist, what was the use of issuing a decree 
against them ? The conduct of the Papists at this period ful- 
fills the Scripture completely, and also proves that their 
Church is that great system of ini<)uity whkh is held forth in 
the Prophecies of Revelation 

The day of triumph was come, but it did not last long. 
Its time was precisely marked out by the words of Scripture, 
which follow — •* and after three days and an half,** which, in 
prophetic language, means three years and an half, ** the 
Spirit of Life from God entered into them, and they stood 
up on their feet, and great fear fell upon them which saw 
them.** Could any words describe more plainly the condition 
of the Church of Christ and the Church of Rome, at f 
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period of the Reformation? We have liere the previoas 
downfallen condition of the Christians ; the new life enter- 
ing into them ; their standing with public boldness upon 
their feet ; and the great fear that fell upon all those who had 
previously been persecuting them. All who have read the 
history of those times, must see that the description is fall to 
the very life. Although the Christians were supposed to be 
for ever conquered, thej got new lifid, all of a sudden, and 
stood firm and erect upon their feet, to the great astonishment 
and dismay of the whole Papal world. Observe also the re- 
markable precision of the time— the Christians were so per- 
secuted and slain by the Papists that for the space of three 
years and an half there was not one church to be found in 
the world — from the 5th of May, 1514, the day on which it 
was triumphantly and authoritatively announced that " there 
is an end of resistance to the Papal rule and religion," nntil 
the 31 St of October, 1517, the ever- memorable day on which 
Luther posted up his theses at Wittenberg— thus confirming 
the Scripture prophecy to a single day ! In place of asking 
us, then, where our religi<»i was before Luther, if Papists 
would consult the Scriptures, and the history of the world, 
they would see that the triumphs of which they boast in the 
beginning of the 16th centuxy are the most certain prools 
which could possibly be imi^ned for the fact that their 
church is no other than the Mystery of Iniquity, of which 
we read in the Book of Revelation. After all, it is little won- 
der that the Bible is kept from the laity, as its free circulation 
would soon open their eyes to the real condition of their pre- 
sumptuous guides. 

I have not space to enter any farther into this question at 
present, but I would earnestly recommend all my readers to 
peruse most carefully the book called " The Seventh Vial," 
and the work by Fleming on the Papacy. Mr. Fleming's 
book is one of the most remarkable I ever read. Although it 
was published so long since as the year 1701, it foretold, by a 
simple interpretation of the Scripture prophecies, the first 
French revolution, as well as the downfall of the Pope In the 
year 1848, and his subsequent return to power. Mr. Flem- 
ing states further, that the Turkish Empire is to be destroyed 
between 1848 and 1900; and, that after that, Mahometan- 
ism is to be superseded by an almost universal spread of 
Popery over the world. Who, now, can doubt that these 
things are actually going to take place before our eyes ? 
Popery must yet rise to a great height before its final down- 
fall, at the end of the year 2000 ; but woe to the man who will 

w lend a helping hand, in any respect, to raise it to that 
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pitch which will enable it to perform over again its bloodj 
Jeeds, bj persecuting those who are to succeed us on the stage 
of time. No man could read Fleming's interpretations of pro- 
phecy without being fully satisfied that the Bible which con- 
tains these prophecies, pointing, as they do, so plainly — so 
palpably — so unmistakeably to the iniquitous course which 
nas hitherto been followed, and will still be followed, for some 
time longer, by the Church of Rome, must be the Word of 
the very living God. 

I have now concluded mv observations on Dr. CahilFs ser- 
mon — I leave it to my readers to say how I have fulfilled my 
task. One thing, however, is certain, I have endeavoured to 
answer all his arguments, in favour of Transubstantiation, 
which have been reported to me by a competent and faithful 
reporter. If he thinks I have omitted anything, or if he 
can produce any stronger arguments, he has only to state them 
through your columns, and I flatter myself I will not run 
away from them. The conduct of the priests in avoiding 
discussion, and also in precluding their followers from enter- 
ing on the same, cannot be overlooked. It proves that they 
are the greatest cowards in the world, or else that they know 
perfectly well their system is false. A hravs man will not 
turn his back anJ run away when he is assailed, and the in- 
dividual who feels he has truth on his side never fears to 
defend it, as he knows it is as immutable as the heavens, and 
must come out clearer and clearer the more it is examined and 
tested. Truth defies all the assaults of its enemies. Popery 
cannot bear discussion, as it auails under the truth which is 
elicited thereby. Dr. Gahill takes high ground in refusing 
discussion — namely, that he acts under infallible authority in 
believing as he does. But I ask, if this is true, is it not the 
best reason in the world why he should defend his opinions 
by discussion ? If he has infallible authority for them, no 
man on earth could overturn them, and he must always come 
off victorious. The man who is resting upon infallibility has 
DO need to be a coward. There is a secret, however, beyond 
this blustering. The infallibility is only assumed— he cannot 
prove it He assumes the infallibility — Protestants all deny 
its existence. Is there not a proper reason for discussion 
here? If he establishes that his church is infallible, he has 
gained the day. In place of merely assuming his f)oeition, 
let him come forward like a man, and throw aside his coward- 
ice, and prove that his church is infallible. His conduct re- 
minds me of the man who would undertake to move the world 
with a crow-bar, if he only got a fulcrum to rest upon. Here 
the moving of the world is evidently possible — the whole point 
is the fulcrum to rest the bar upon. So is it with Poper 
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If it is infallible it is all right; but it surely requires to es- 
tablish its own infallibility by some decisive evidence, in plfice 
of strutting about with the cry, I am infallible, I am infallible. 

At one time I had intended to say something on the con- 
fessional ; but on looking over the extracts'^ which hai-e been 
taken from the Class Books of Maynooth on this sul^ect, I 
find it would be impossible lo punish them in your paper.— 
My astonishment was great, indeed, when I read in these 
books that it is frequently allowable to tell lies, to steal, to 
swear falsely, and to break oaths ; but when I read the ques 
tions which the priests are to put to females in the conlessiooaL 
I was perfectly anuiaed to think that any individual could be 
found in the whole human family sufficiently degraded, and 
so deeply immersed in blackguardism, as to be able to invent 
them. How such things could hare entered into the mind of 
man, even in his lowest condition, is more than I can telJ. 
Anything half equal to them I never saw or heard of. They 
are disgusting and revolting in the very extreme. The man 
who, after reading these things, will put confidence in the 
chastity of the priests, to say the least of it, has an ample 
stock of credulity. It is no wonder the priests are so much oj)- 
posed to the inspection of nunneries — those convenient places 
in which they revel. They are like the man whose house is 
stocked with stolen goods, they will never open the door which 
unfolds their iniquity so long as they can possibly avoid it. 

I will now conclude by appropriating to what I have writ- 
ten, the following from my father : — *' Were I influenced bj 
a love of popularity, or of gain, I would take a diflereot 
course. It cannot be agreeable to my feelings, nor to tdj ' 
temporal interests, to expose myself to the censure of such a | 
portion of my countrymen. Doubtless it would be more 
soothing to vanity to figure at a conciliation dinner, and, bj 
the sacrifice of truth, to gain the honour of liberality. Butj 
the day will come, my brethren, when yourselves will acknow' 
ledge Uiat there was more friendship, as well as honesty, ia| 
my plain dealing, than all the deceiving complaisance of jout 
Protestant flatterere. I love tou, as men ; as far as in rot 
power, I will ever rcgoice to do you service, both tempora]Ij| 
and spiritually ; but on my allegiance to God, I cannot d( 
ceive you. I know, assuredly, that your religion is false, aoi 
truth and duty compel me to publish my conviction. Juc 
me not, then, an enemy because I tell you the truth.'* 

Thanking you, Mr. Editor, for having so readily publisbe 
my letters, I am, very truly yours. 

Coleraine, August 30, 1853. 



